UNLV Retrospective Theses & Dissertations
1-1-2000

Participatory resources and African American voter turnout: A
comparative analysis of the 1992 and 1996 presidential elections
Wesley LaVelle Barton
University of Nevada, Las Vegas

Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalscholarship.unlv.edu/rtds

Repository Citation
Barton, Wesley LaVelle, "Participatory resources and African American voter turnout: A comparative
analysis of the 1992 and 1996 presidential elections" (2000). UNLV Retrospective Theses & Dissertations.
1234.
http://dx.doi.org/10.25669/miza-npeo

This Thesis is protected by copyright and/or related rights. It has been brought to you by Digital Scholarship@UNLV
with permission from the rights-holder(s). You are free to use this Thesis in any way that is permitted by the
copyright and related rights legislation that applies to your use. For other uses you need to obtain permission from
the rights-holder(s) directly, unless additional rights are indicated by a Creative Commons license in the record and/
or on the work itself.
This Thesis has been accepted for inclusion in UNLV Retrospective Theses & Dissertations by an authorized
administrator of Digital Scholarship@UNLV. For more information, please contact digitalscholarship@unlv.edu.

INFORMATION TO USERS

This manuscript has been reproduced from the microfilm master. UMi films
the text directly from the original or copy submitted. Thus, some thesis and
dissertation copies are in typewriter face, while others may be from any type of
computer printer.

The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the
copy submitted. Broken or indistinct print, colored or poor quality illustrations
and photographs, print bleedthrough, substandard margins, and improper
alignment can adversely affect reproduction.

In the unlikely event that the author did not send UMI a complete manuscript
and there are missing pages, these will be noted.

Also, if unauthorized

copyright material had to be removed, a note will indicate the deletion.

Oversize materials (e.g., maps, drawings, charts) are reproduced by
sectioning the original, beginning at the upper left-hand comer and continuing
from left to right in equal sections with small overlaps.

Photographs included in the original manuscript have been reproduced
xerographically in this copy.

Higher quality 6” x 9" black and white

photographic prints are available for any photographs or illustrations appearing
in this copy for an additional charge. Contact UMI directly to order.

ProQuest Information and Learning
300 North Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor, Ml 48106-1346 USA
800-521-0600

UMI’
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

PARTICIPATORY RESOURCES AND AFRICAN AMERICAN VOTER TURNOUT:
A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF THE 1992 AND 1996
PRESIDENTIAL ELECTIONS

by

Wesley LaVelle Barton
Bachelor of Arts
Skidmore College
Saratoga Springs, New York
1997

A thesis submitted in partial fulfillment
of the requirement for the

Master of Arts Degree
Department of Sociology
College of Liberal Arts

Graduate College
University of Nevada, Las Vegas
May 2001

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

UMI Number; 1405091

UMI
UMI Microform 1405091
Copyright 2001 by Beil & Howell Information and Learning Company.
All rights reserved. This microform edition is protected against
unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States Code.

Bell & Howell Information and Learning Company
300 North Zeeb Road
P.O. Box 1346
Ann Arbor, Ml 48106-1346

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

UNjy

T hesis Approval
The Graduate College
University of Nevada, Las Vegas

April

5

The Thesis prepared by
Wesley LaVelle Barton

Entitled

Participatory Resources and African American Voter Turnout;________
A Comparative Analysis of the 1992 and 1996 Presidential Elections

is approved in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of
________________________ Master of Arts in Sociology

Examination Committee Chair

Dean o f the Graduate College

Examiruition Committee M e m

Exanii

Graduate College Faaulty Representative

PR/1017-53/1-00

11

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

ABSTRACT

Participatory Resources and African American Voter Turnout:
A Cooparative Analysis of the 1992 and 1996
Presidential Elections

by

Wesley LaVelle Barton
Dr. Ronald W. Smith, Examination Committee Chair
Professor of Sociology
University of Nevada, Las Vegas

This thesis examines differences between African
American and White political participation.

Drawing from the

theoretical assumptions of pluralism and structural
functionalism, the thesis conceptualizes that voter turnout
can be evaluated by comparing socioeconomic,

socioreligious,

and political variables. In analyzing data from the 1992 and
1996 National Election Studies, the thesis reveals that
Whites disproportionately have a higher rate of voter
turnout as compared to African Americans. The data further
suggest that socioreligious variables, such as church
attendance, are powerful explanatory variables for
encouraging voter participation by African Americans.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The implications of the decline and persistently low
level of voting in the United States has become a prominent
concern not only among social scientists, but also among
civic leaders and politicians. Those who delve into the
literature on voter participation encounter different
explanations on which explanatory factors have the most
significant influence on voting in presidential elections.
Moreover, contemporary sociological and political
discussions on voter turnout suggest that individuals with
more social and political resources, such as education and
income, are more likely to vote in presidential elections
and thus, they are more likely to have the necessary
participatory resources required for political action.
The paper acknowledges that voting is the mechanism for
representation in which needs and values of the citizenry
are related to the political system. The magnitude in which
disparities in voter turnout exist, however, rest upon
disparities of participatory resources among individuals.
Differences among individual voters may be assessed by
asking three fundamental questions regarding voter turnout:
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(1) Are individuals less likely to vote if they lack
socioeconomic resources?

(2) Are individuals less likely to

vote if they lack socioreligious resources?

(3) Are

individuals less likely to vote if they lack political
resources? Furthermore, the paper aims to incorporate an
explanation of voter turnout by using these questions to
select the variables and methods appropriate for research on
the topic.
More specifically, by using the aforementioned
questions regarding voter turnout as analytical points of
reference, the thesis attempts to describe whether and to
what extent socioreligious predictors, such as religious
importance and religious attendance, influenced
African-American voter turnout in the 1992 and 1995
presidential elections along with more traditional
socioeconomic and political predictors. To examine the
incidence of African-American voter turnout, the paper
utilizes data from the 1992 and 1996 National Election
Studies.
In Chapter 2, the paper proceeds by examining the
relevant literature and theoretical strands associated with
research concerning political participation. In Chapter 3,
the paper develops hypothesis regarding the aforementioned
relationship in the context of the 1992 and 1996 electoral
years; describing the data used in the analysis and
delineating the coding scheme utilized for analysis. In
chapter 4, the paper estimates a series of statistical
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models to test the hypothesis on the data. In chapter 5, the
paper discusses the implications of the results and
concludes.
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter explores a variety of social
characteristics that have been shown to produce distinct
patterns of political participation within the United
States. The discussion emphasizes both sociological and
political science theories in the analytical framework.
Moreover, the review is separated into 5 sections:

(1)

political system and social system assumptions on political
participation;

(2) a definition of participatory resources

on voter turnout; (3) a conception of political
participation as predicted by socioeconomic variables; and
(4) a conception of political participation as predicted by
socioreligious variables; and (5) a conception of political
participation as predicted by political variables.

Political System and Social System Assumptions
Explanations regarding differential levels of political
participation, between citizen and representative democracy,
have developed within a broad scientific context that
emphasizes diverse theoretical and methodological
perspectives. Research which stresses linkages in the
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structural aspects of political and social behavior,
especially within the academic fields of sociology,
political science, and economics, tends to apply convergent
theoretical conceptions when constructing analytical
frameworks involving political participation. Moreover,
research on political participation that focuses on the
connections between macro-structural patterns of
sociopolitical organization and micro-interactions of social
life tends to embrace a central question regarding public
policy: Why do some citizens participate and others do not
in political outcomes? Further, illuminating how
socioeconomic, socioreligious, and political variables may
relate to African American voter turnout requires providing
a set of explanatory variables that incorporate both the
social and political factors involved in the relationship.
Furthermore, while the analysis would like to examine how
these different academic fields have developed and
intersected over time, highlighting the common threads that
link various economic, sociological, and political
perspectives may obscure the overall analytical framework
and undermine the scope of the analysis.
Since research on political participation in general
and voter turnout in particular is theoretically extensive
and diverse, the analysis underscores the importance of
assuming that macro-structural patterns of sociopolitical
organization are the means by which measurable differences
in levels of voter turnout currently exist. That is, the
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analytical framework is inspired by and derived from a
convergence of pluralist and structural-functionalist
conceptions for describing key factors that differentiate
voters and non-voters. Furthermore, within this framework,
political participation is assumed to be dependent upon the
availability of resources which are derived from
socioeconomic, socioreligious, and political institutions.
Pluralist thought describes the processes by which
norms and values within the organizational structure of
interest groups facilitate the means by which political
representation may be distributed equitably throughout
society. The theory describes how interest group interaction
and conflict functions to disperse governmental power. In
other words, a pluralist conception of society indicates
that, "Instead of a single center of sovereign power, there
must be multiple centers of power, none of which is or can
be wholly sovereign"

(Dahl 1967:67). Furthermore, pluralism

illuminates how differences in the size, complexity, and
specialization observed in American politics are products of
interest group organization and interaction.
Pluralist theory describes the political system as a
set of interactions, abstracted from the totality of social
behavior, through which values are authoritatively allocated
for society (Easton 1965:57). Moreover, Orren (1988:20)
characterizes pluralist research by stating:
The generic pluralist analysis begins by asserting that
political power and resources, while perhaps not evenly
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distributed, are widely dispersed. It then notes that
the tendency to individuals with similar interests to
form groups. Whereas microeconomics shines the
spotlight on the individual, pluralism take the group
as its prime unit of analysis. In a manner reminiscent
of microeconomic competition, a multiplicity of
groups advance their interests by using their
resources to maximum advantage. The outcome, a
parallelogram of forces, is determined in a kind of
political market through the pushing and pulling among
the groups.
Accordingly, pluralist theory attributes great importance to
conflicting normative values in explaining group formation
since the exchange of democratic values in an social
environment is assumed to operate within a context of open
and fair competition for control and authority between
groups. Moreover, the theory suggests that egalitarian
political outcomes may result from the stabilizing
influences of group interaction since political decisions
are maintained through a process of continuous disagreement
and collaboration of values and norms within distinct
religious, economic, and social groups.
Correspondingly, pluralism describes how a political
system may possibly integrate individual concerns and values
through processes involving group coordination. Also, within
a pluralistic understanding of a political system,
individuals have an opportunity to pursue avenues of
political representation through multiple points of access.
In fact, Truman (1951:507) elucidates how individuals pursue
access in a political system:
A characteristic feature of the governmental system in
the United States is that it contains a multiplicity of
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points of access. The federal system establishes
decentralized and more or less independent centers of
power, vantage points from which to secure privileged
access to the national government.
So, then, under a pluralistic understanding, a political
system may be distinguished as complex, but autonomous,
permitting individuals different opportunities to access
varieties of institutional channels and decision making
centers through their collective bargaining compacts and
cross-memberships in other political group.
Under Pluralism groups naturally solidify from mutual
political and nonpolitical values, ascribing a facilitative
role to the state within a political system. As Caporaso and
Levine

(1992:185) indicate, "Faced with often conflicting

social pressure, the state mediates and coordinates
conflicting group claims, fosters compromises, and assures
that the rules of the game are adhered to by all
participants." Correspondingly, under pluralism, Truman
(1951:37) contends that an interest group may be defined as,
"a shared-attitude group that makes certain claims upon
other groups in society," and becomes political when, "if
and when it makes a claim through or upon any of the
institutions of government." Thus, under pluralism, values
and shared attitudes become meaningful in coordinating the
sphere of group activity because some groups may not
necessarily emphasize direct political objectives.
Also, under pluralism, groups with diverse social
values organize in an attempt facilitate social policies
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that promote equal levels of procedural and distributive
levels justice within a political system since the
bargaining processes between interest groups and political
representative determines how political authority is
legitimized (Rawls 1993:11-22). Moreover, government remains
a relatively autonomous agent of authority, supplying a
supportive context under which groups coordinate both
private and public requests for political power.
Furthermore, Caporaso and Levine (1992:186) suggest that as
a political system adjudicates the norms and values of a
society:
The result is that the foundational demarcation line
between the realm of the private (societal-based,
self-seeking interest groups) and the public
(nonprivate, state institutions) is erased, or at
least, blurred.
Thus, the relative influence of group affiliation is
important in understanding political behavior since social
attachments may extend into many spheres of life, offering
individuals access to power that they would be otherwise
denied.
While pluralism encourages group interaction within a
decentralized, voluntary, participatory arena for
individuals, its goals may represent a highly oversimplified
understanding of reality. That is, pluralistic explanations
assume that group action is rational; that group
organization occurs when interests are shared and when
political action is implied by those shared interests; and
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that bargaining and compromise between groups leads to a
democratic resolve which preserves the existing social and
political order (Orren 1988; Kelman 1998).
Pluralist scholarship has evolved with the growing
complexity of society, however, by suggesting that our
system of interest group coordination may indeed operate
within the context unequal resource distribution, such as
personal wealth and social status, by only a small number of
powerful corporations, groups and individuals. Moreover,
because of the tremendous costs involved in political
activity, pluralist scholars have had to redirect their
explanations of political participation, pointing to the
fact that a variety of resources including money, time,
social status, experience, information, social contacts, and
jobs put one in contact with government officials

(Dahl

1961:226).
Correspondingly, as the size and complexity of the
political system of the United States continues to extend,
pluralist intellectuals have noted that "democratic
pluralism is perfectly consistent with inequalities," and
that if a group is guaranteed independence from any
interference, it has the unchecked potential to do harm
(Dahl 1982:40). Indeed, en lieu of a changing political
landscape, pluralist scholars have had to reconcile and
redefine conceptions regarding how a political system can
operate and distribute power in a completely neutral manner
within society. Accordingly, "the pattern of pluralism in a
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particular country while checking domination may help to
sustain inequalities of various kinds," promoting a skewed
balance of power among individual levels of participation
(Dahl 1982:40). Thus, the result of unequal political
opportunities that characterizes our political system today
implies that, "Crucial decisions on economic matters are
said to be outside effective control of the national
legislature, not to mention the electorate"

(Dahl 1982:47).

Despite attempts to update versions of its theoretical
portrayal of group politics, pluralism, nevertheless, does
have its critics. Critics of pluralism challenge its basic
assumptions and strategies for explaining political action
on grounds that our political system and interest group
arrangements reflect high levels of elitism and corporate
control

(Reich 1988; Lasch 1996). Indeed, critics warn that

institutionalized structures that influence the mobilization
of interests are relatively small whereby "the range of
organized, unidentifiable,

known groups is amazingly narrow"

(Schattschneider 1960:30). Thus, detractors of pluralism
contend that explanations concerning the political system
tend to ignore the fact that conflict and power are central
when discussing the allocation of social and political
resources

(Mills 1956; Mills 1959; Dahrendorf 1959).

The existing sociopolitical arrangements of interest
group organization may in fact perpetuate a resource bias
among its members. Also, political and social inequalities
may, in fact, be the result of a developing capitalist

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

12

economic system on the structure and operation of the
American political system that incrementally, has grown
technologically more complex, producing massive forms social
instability and political oppression (Dahl 1998:391).
Despite these apparent problems, the perspective still
provides a comprehensive and integrative framework for
describing how processes of collective bargaining produce
relevant political outcomes. Also, the theory advances how a
cohesive regeneration of norms and values may lead back into
the social and political communities so that new bonds and
political attachments are continually formed.
Like pluralism, structural-functionalism suggests that
normative orientations and group attachment may lead to a
stable, regulative society that adapts over time and
continuously transforms itself (Parsons 1968). In fact,
functionalist explanations relating to politics indicate
that :
Political structures are concerned with organizing
collective action for the attainment of collectively
significant goals, whether on a society-wide basis or
on more narrow bases, either territorially or
functionally defined...Because of the indicated
territorial involvements of residents, work, religious
activities, political organization, and various other
factors, the maintenance of a normative order cannot be
dissociated from control over activities within
territorial areas. The function of government must
include responsibility for preserving the territorial
integrity of the society'^s normative order (Parsons
1966:13-14).
Thus, under structural functionalism,

society is viewed as

being an interrelated, interdependent, evolving.
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equilibrium-oriented system that gradually changes and
adapts to perpetuate its self-sufficiency and
self-regulation (Parsons 1966:13).
Furthermore, under structural-functionalism, a
society's level of self-sufficiency, however, is related to
levels of individual incorporation within the larger social
and political environment. Parsons (1966:12) is illustrative
of this fact, when he says that:
The major functional problem concerning the social
system's relation to the personality system involves
learning, developing, and maintaining through the life
cycle adequate motivation for participating in socially
valued and controlled patterns of action. Reciprocally,
a society must also adequately satisfy or reward its
members through such patterns of action, if it is
continually to draw upon their performances for its
functioning system. This relationship constitutes
'socialization,' the whole complex process by which
persons become members of the society community and
maintain that status.
The motivation required for social action, then, may be
understood as being structurally patterned by the very
institutions that require individual participation.
Moreover, under structural-functionalism, political
involvement and interest may fluctuate since individual
personalities and the environment in which they are
socialized may not be organized identically in every part of
a society (e.g., a person born and raised in an urban city
versus a person raised in a rural country town). Variations
in the level of political participation may, therefore,
depend upon the availability of and the access to different
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social and political resources found within their respective
communities.
So, then, attempting to explain the decline and
persistently low level of voting within the United States
among different racial groups may require identifying wether
and to what extent different participatory resources
available to those groups are related to differences found
in their level of political participation.

Participatory Resources
Voting is a mechanism for representation in which the
norms and values of the citizenry are related to a political
system. The magnitude to which disparities in voter turnout
exist, however, rests upon the following assumption: that
differences in participatory resources by individuals may
describe differences found in levels of voter turnout and
subsequently,

identify which types of resources are the most

significant explanatory factors in explaining influences on
voter turnout.
Early studies on voter turnout reveal how individual
connections to the social relations in a variety of
institutions explain for differential voting resources and
subsequently, differential levels of political participation
found among United States citizens

(Key 1952; Berelson,

Lazarsfeld, and McPhee 1954; Campbell, Converse, Miller, and
Stokes 1960; Milbrath and Goel 1977). Within these classic
studies of political participation, it is argued that before
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political action can occur, individuals must receive
relevant stimuli from the social structure (Milbrath and
Goel 1977); moreover, the more stimuli about politics a
person receives from economic and social institutions, the
greater probability they will have to access to resources to
participated in politics, and the greater depth of their
participation (Miller and Shanks 1996; Verba et al. 1995a).
Therefore, explanations of voter turnout may involve
measurements that embody a relationship between
institutional connections by individuals in respect to their
relative capacity to vote as defined by an array of social
and political resources.
Again, accounts to characterize and explain how
variable levels of political and social resources affect
political action can be found within a highly diverse and
multidisciplinary academic field of research. For purposes
of clarity, the analysis provides two sources by which a
limited definition my be applied. First, in their book.
Voice and Equality: Civic Voluntarism in American Politics,
Sidney Verba, Kay Lehman Schlozman, and Henry E. Brady
(1995a:470) suggest that participation factors are, "any
attribute of an individual that would be germane to public
policy or other government action." Second, in their book.
The New American Voter, Warren E. Miller and J. Merrill
Shanks

(1996:216), indicate that, explanations of

politically participation, especially in regard to voter
turnout, involves, " consider[ing] a comprehensive set of

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

16

potential connections between social or economic
characteristics and the vote." Moreover, both denotations
are suggestive of a formulation regarding a participatory
resource, and are indicative to the relative importance of
distinguishing characteristics or factors involved in an
explanation of voter turnout.
So, then, the analysis assumes that the restraint on
voter turnout from unequal resources, derives from the
institutions within society. That is, individuals who are
more likely to receive benefits from voting, such social and
political elites, may be safeguarded within the very
institutional structures that socialize and instill a value
system which elevate levels of political participation.

In

effect, individuals who lack ownership to participatory
resources may display "characteristics" or "factors" that
disconnect them from the institutions that encourage voter
interest and efficacy (Verba et al. 1995a; Miller and Shanks
1996). Therefore, a participatory resource may be defined
as: an objectively measured social, political or economic
characteristic or factor of an individual or group that
relates to variability in levels of political participation
so that, an aggregate understanding of group dynamics may be
distilled in the process of discovery.

Conceptualization of Participatory Resources
Exploring patterns by which restricted levels of
political participation occur, requires examining the
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institutional forces of individual action on political
activity in the United States. Since participation "puts
demands on people's scare resources," there is usually a
price which is "some combination of money, time, skill,
knowledge"

(Rosenstone and Hansen 1993:12). Moreover, there

are many forms of political participation, but voting is the
most common form of political participation (Flanigan and
Zingale 1998). Therefore, to limit the context under which a
discussion of political activity is examined, the paper
proceeds by looking at voter turnout as the only basis of
political participation. Thus, the paper examines three
categories of variables known to be related to voter
turnout : (1) individuals are less likely to vote if they
lack socioeconomic factors;

(2) individuals are less likely

to vote if they lack a socioreligious factors; and (3)
individuals are less to vote if they lack political factors.

Socioeconomic Factors on Voting
Social inequalities of race, income, education,
gender, and age may restrict levels participation in social
institutions and subsequently, limit the opportunities of
some individuals from participating in significant political
outcomes like voting in a presidential election. In fact,
consistent patterns of structured placement in roles with
limited opportunities may exclude some individuals from
engaging in and having access to the very structures which
allocate resources and induce varieties of individual level
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statuses within the larger institutional framework of
society. Additionally, socioeconomic inequalities may be
distinguished as the following: a social status in rank,
like race and gender, and a social status in position, like
education and income, within the social structure

(Labovitz

1977:134). Furthermore, individual differences as related to
socioeconomic factors involving status inequalities may be
particularly important for describing how participatory
resources encourage voter turnout.
First, African Americans have historically been one of
the oppressed groups in the United States and subsequently,
they have been subjected a lower standards of educational
and occupational achievement. Following the passage of the
15th Amendment (1870), African Americans have steadily
become more political, increasing their rates of voter
turnout

steadily since 1968

(Flanigan and Zingale 1998);

yet, they remain amongst one of the economically deprived
groups in the United States today (Radcliff and Saiz 1995).
Conceivably, then, "The main weakness of the Negro's
position is that since emancipation he has never had an
adequate economic foundation"

(Du Bois 1970:80).

Empirical studies show that relative levels of
educational and occupational status is mending within
African American communities

(Wilson 1978; Tate 1993;

Tomaskovic-Devey 1993; Barker, Jones, and Tate 1999), but on
other indicators, such as poverty, conditions have remained
dismal or have deteriorated significantly (Wilson
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1978,1987,1996). Moreover, relative differences in
socioeconomic status among African Americans may be due to
the fact that the population has become increasingly more
polarized between a middle class and an growing number who
are persistently poor and concentrated in urban ghettos.
Furthermore, political solutions designed to cure the
problems associated with status inequalities of race, "tend
to benefit the relatively advantaged segments of the
designated groups," whereby communities in areas of
concentrated poverty become increasingly socially isolated
from a value system that shapes mainstream patterns of
behavior

(Wilson 1987:58).

While the I960's were a turning point for improving the
relative socioeconomic conditions of African-Americans with
the passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Voting
Rights Act of 1965, a fact still remains that, "...the life
chances of individual [African Americans] have more to do
with their economic class position than with their
day-to-day encounters with whites"

(Wilson 1978:1).

Moreover, since the I960's, African Americans may have
enhanced their level of social status within the social
system by improving their legal positions toward racial
equality; but, degenerative economic conditions may be a
more significant determinant than racial composition in
characterizing the current state of African American affairs
within the political system. Furthermore, racial
characteristics alone, show little or no effect on

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

20

explanations of voter turnout, except for the fact that
African Americans have, in the last for presidential
elections since 1980, "cast approximately 90 of their two
party ballots for the Democratic Party (Miller and Shanks
1996:255).
Second, income inequalities have been found to
characterize differences in voter turnout. Studies of
political participation tend to confirm that the higher
one's income, the more likely they are to participate in a
variety of political activities, such as voting, writing
letters to politicians, or being part of a campaign
(Rosenstone and Hansen 1993) . Additionally, Miller and
Shanks

(1996) suggest whether it be reports of individual

income, or family income, that income predictors are highly
stable variables for determining the likelihood of whether
and to what extent a person is involved politically,
especially in regard to voter turnout. Also, structural
effects an one's income, such as national economic policies
on one's personal financial situation, has been shown to
effect the likelihood a person may vote or abstain. For
example, Southwell (1996) analyzed the 1992 presidential
election, by utilizing principles of the differential
abstention hypothesis, suggesting that working-class
citizens with sociotropic concerns about unemployment
turnout out in greater proportion than in 1988. Thus,
income, appears to possess a strong degree of influence, on
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both a structural and an individual basis, in facilitating
increased levels of voter turnout.
Third, education differences have been shown to
demonstrate an affect on levels of voter turnout. Similar to
income, people who obtain an education, especially a college
education, are more likely to report having voted than those
who have a comparatively lower level of education
(Rosenstone and Hansen 1993; Verba et al. 1995a; Miller and
Shanks 1996). In fact, "Because education is so closely
associated with relative affluence and social status, people
who vote are usually slightly better off in socioeconomic
terms" and therefore, there are levels of reciprocity
between some social status measures

(Flanigan and Zingale

1998). Also, it has been suggested that education enhances
one's capacity for understanding political ideals ,and
fosters experiences by which democratic values can be
applied in political outcomes

(Rosenstone and Hansen 1993).

Fourth, gender differences have been found to exhibit
little affect on explaining voter turnout. However, women do
tend to support Democratic candidates over Republican
challengers in national elections

(Miller and Shanks

(1996:260). Women, in a similar manner to the African
American political experience, were also denied the
opportunity to cast ballots in national elections, and only
have had the privilege of exercising their right to vote in
the last eighty-one years since the establishment of the
19th Amendment

(1920). Furthermore, men tend to vote more
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than women, but when combined with other social status
factors, such as education, income, and age, women have been
known participate at equal or higher levels, especially in
voluntary, grassroots, charitable organizations

(Verba et

al. 1995a:252-254).
Fifth, age differences have been found to affect the
rate of voter turnout.

Indeed, "By age thirty-five, most

people have joined the voting population at least on a
occasional basis"

(Flanigan and Zingale 1998:40). Also,

generational differences between age groups not only appear
to explain differences in voter turnout, but factors
associated with age have been shown to account for aspects
of partisan realignment and public policies between 1960 and
1988, particularly in South (Miller and Shanks 1996:278).
So, like the aforementioned life-experience hypotheses, age
potentially provides individuals with experiences and
resources, such as education and income, which promotes
political activity as they grow older and become more
exposed to their political and social environments
(Rosenstone and Hansen 1993:137).

Socioreligious Factors on Voting
Individuals who lack formal religious connections may
not participate in significant political outcomes like
voting in a presidential election since they might lack the
a sense of moral community which is formed out of the body
of politic into religious institutions. So, then, religious
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institutions, like churches, may play a particularly
important role in facilitating participatory resources for
stimulating political activity. Furthermore, literature on
the political importance of churches, show that they
stimulate increased levels of voter turnout (Milbrath and
Goel 1977; Wald, Kellstedt, and Leege 1993; Verba et al.
1995b).
Churches have been shown to provide a context under
which the dissemination of political information and
guidance for the interpretation of political events occur
(Verba et al. 1995:385). However, researchers should be
careful when reporting how some churches may provide a
context under which political information dispensed since
church members may interpret political messages imperfectly
(Jelen 1992). Despite these restrictions, Wuthnow (1996)
suggests that religious views correspond and contribute with
a number of contested social and political issues. So, then,
churches may serve many different social functions,
including increasing levels of voter turnout by transmitting
information and values which encourage democratic forms of
participation.
When interpreting how voter turnout may be influenced
by religious predictors, it should be stressed that norms and values play a major role in shaping the development and
transmission of religious themes into political acts. Wald
and Smite (1993) suggest that, a social-collective approach,
which reflects Elmile Durkheim's stress on the importance of
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the group in religion, is a viable framework for analyzing
relationships between religion and politics. Moreover,
Durkheim's social-collective approach indicates the positive
functions of group membership to networks of sacred social
bonds

(Lukes 1982). For example, Durkheim is indicative of

how moral communities shape, when he says that, "Morality
begins with membership of a group, however small the group
may be"

(Durkheim [1924]1974:52). Therefore, the communities

that promote a stable bonds of morality, like those found in
religious institutions, may socialize people to relevant
political and social ideas that they would not have access
to otherwise.
Conceptualizing individual levels of religiosity within
the context of different politically guided behavior is
often difficult to discern since measurement strategies
which incorporate church attendance into an analysis might
provide "a biased indicator of religiosity"

(Wald and Smidt

1993:30). Additionally, triangulating other important
predictors of religiosity, like religious salience, which
measures "the importance of religion to the individual," may
alleviate ambiguities and provide a more comprehensive
understanding of the effects religious predictors have on
explanations of political activity (Guth and Green:157-174).
Furthermore, using factors such as church attendance and
religious importance, despite the concerns over
conceptualization, are commonly used as predictors in survey
research (Wald 1992; Layman and Carmines 1997; Reese
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1998:62). Thus, resolving issues relating to the reliability
of current religious predictors, such as reactivity and
over-identification in questionnaires, while improving
validity concurrently, appears guide much debate with the
field (Wald and Smidt 1993:26-47).
It has been shown that African Americans receive many
important social resources from nontraditionally political
based organizations, like churches (Tate 1993; Harris 1995;
Verba et al. 1995b ;Barker et al. 1999) . Empirical evidence
has shown that, "In fact, African Americans are more likely
than whites to attend religious services and to be involved
in educational,

social, or charitable activities associated

with their churches"

(Verba et al. 1995b). Moreover, African

Americans were more than twice as likely as Anglo whites to
hear frequent discussions of politics from their cleric and
to be encouraged to vote"

(Harris 1995) . Also, "Contrary to

their depiction as separate spheres,

[African American]

religious life and political life have historically
commingled"

(Tate 1993). Thus, group based political

resources of the African American community may, in a large
part, derive from an ongoing commitment by the church to
educate its members with the necessary values required for
political action.

Political Fagtorg— on Voting
Individuals who lack a degree of political awareness,
may not engage in significant political outcomes such as
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voting in a presidential election. Political awareness may
be characterized as certain ideological commitments,
vacillating attachments to political parties, and the amount
of political information one receives from society.
Moreover, political attachment and awareness may relate to
the incorporation of individuals into communities that
encourage or discourage political participation.
Furthermore, it is believed that political attachment may
originate within a complex maze of social networks and
voluntary organizations within a community.
First, higher levels of ideological commitment to
political organizations have been shown to be related to
higher levels of education, income, experience, and a
heightened sense of political efficacy (Miller and Shanks
1996). Also, research shows that individuals who have a
direct stake in political outcomes, who prefer one political
outcome to another, who identify closely with political
contenders, and who hold beliefs that motivate their
attitudes toward participation, are more likely to
participate in political than those who do not (Rosenstone
and Hansen 1993:19). Moreover, individuals who are more
socially connected to dense webs of association to the
church, workplace, and community tend to report having
higher levels of political commitment to an ideology that
encourages political activities such as voting (Rosenstone
and Hansen 1993). Thus, varying levels of social isolation
and poverty that may characterize why the African American
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community (Wilson 1987) has been negatively affected the
relatively lower levels information necessary for
encouraging political participation.
Higher levels of voter turnout may also be attributed
to the number of organizations and voluntary groups a person
belongs to (Verba et al. 1995a). For example, Rosenstone and
Hansen (1993:83) suggest that organizations and voluntary
groups mobilize their members to act politically, introduce
their members to varieties of politicians, activists, and
other organizations, and provide their members to social
rewards related to their shared interests. Furthermore,
voluntary organizations may contribute to the improvement of
civic culture in society and thus, by mobilizing forms of
political behavior that might "restore the bonds of
community and a sense of active citizenship" in the United
States

(Drucker 1993:178).

Political interests and political discussions that
result in the pursuance of self-interest within a community,
voluntary organization, or church may be a function of
varying levels of "social capital" in society. Social
capital refers to provisions of social trust, norms and
networks that individuals may draw upon to resolve issues
(Wuthnow 1998; Putnam 2000). Indeed, participation in
voluntary associations like churches may engender norms of
cooperation and trust among its members to encourage
political activity (Verba et al. 1995a; Putnam 2000).
Moreover, the debate over the decline of social capital and
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implications of this decline has centered around issues that
political activity appears to be multiple and varied, but it
is clear that, "The changing character of civic
participation relates to the increasing porousness of social
institutions

(Wuthnow 1998:5). In fact, social capital

advocates indicate that :
Religious organizations can help encourage civic
participation by taking an active role in their
communities. Many people are motivated by religious
beliefs, and some have learned about community
projects through their churches and synagogues.
Religious organizations sometimes make an important
contribution just by providing space for public
meetings at which community concerns can be
discussed...In many instances, successful civic
organizations are one that deliberately reconcile
themselves to the porousness of their environment and
capitalize on the loose connections of their
participants (Wuthnow 1998 :214-215).
Furthermore, issues regarding the significance of churches
reconnecting people into a broader institutional network of
political life, especially among African Americans, may also
involve topics which relate how concepts of social capital,
political discussions, and norms of civic engagement are
important factors which may enhance the explanatory weight
of explanations of voter turnout. Thus, as compelling as the
concept of social capital has become, this paper contends
that the concept is conceptually cloudy and difficult to
measure quantitatively. Nevertheless, the concept appears to
supplement and add substantive significance to other
reliable factors like political ideology, political
discussion, and political interest when explaining voter
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turnout and may be important in future analyses
al 1995a).
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CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODS

Voter turnout depends on the presence of participatory
resources. The magnitude to which disparities in the
participatory resources of African Americans exist in the
1992 and 1996 presidential election derives from the social
and economic institutions which produce participatory norms.
Moreover, it is believed that at least three significant
dimensions are linked to African American voter turnout:
socioeconomic variables;

(1)

(2) socioreligious variables ; (3)

and political variables.
In light of the paper's concern about the differential
participatory resources of African Americans, three
hypothetical statements regarding voter turnout are
provided:
1.

If an individual scores lower on factors associated
with socioeconomic variables on voting, then they will
be less likely to vote.

2.

If an individual scores lower on factors associated
with socioreligious variables on voting, then they
will be less likely to vote.

3.

If an individual scores lower on factors associated
with political variables on voting, then they will
be less likely to vote.

30
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So, then, the primary thesis suggests that African
Americans who report higher socioreligious levels on the
variables, should be more likely to have reported voting in
1992 and 1996 than African Americans who did not. Also,
while socioeconomic and political variables should play a
role, it is believed that socioreligious variable may be
equally significant explanatory factors in explaining
African American voter turnout.

Survey Instrument
The analysis utilizes national survey data by the
Center for Political Studies

(C.P.S.) of the Institute for

Social Research at the University of Michigan. The data used
in the paper are from the American National Election Studies
(N.E.S.) of 1992 and 1996. The survey contains both pre-and
post-election data components. Moreover, the (N.E.S.)
materials are based on work supported by the National
Science Foundation under Grant Nos.: SBR-9707741,
SBR-9317631, SES-9209410, SES-9009379, SES-8808361,
SES-8341310, SES-8207580, and SOC77-08885. Furthermore, much
of the content of both the pre-election and post-election
surveys consist of core questionnaire items asked repeatedly
over the years to provide a basis for systematic analysis of
political continuity and change to allow for either a
longitudinal or a cross-sectional analysis of the data.
Thus, the data from the survey cover many substantive areas
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of political and social research that may apply to processes
of electoral participation such as voter turnout.
An advantage in using the (N.E.S.) survey is that it
employs a multistage representative cross-section sample
within the coterminous United States. The data sets from
1992 and 1996 comprise of individual-level data that is
gathered through personal and telephone interviews from
citizens who are of voting age before November 5, in 1992
and 1996 respectively. While each sample includes a fairly
large number of respondents who are living in private
households it does, however, exclude members of the armed
services living in military quarters, students in
dormitories, prison inmates, and residents of nursing homes
and long-term care facilities. Despite these sampling
restrictions, each (N.E.S.) data set provides a fairly
representative cross-section of adult Americans.

Operationalization o f Variables
The paper measures types of participatory resources,
through utilizing data from the (N.E.S.) of 1992 and 1996.
Through this systemization of concepts, the variables used
for this analysis are defined so that they may be
quantitatively measured in pending statistical analyses.

Dependent Variable
Voter turnout. Question wording: "In talking to people
about elections, we often find that a lot of people
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were not able to vote because they weren't registered,
they were sick, or they just didn't have time. How
about you, did you vote in the elections this
November?"
Coding: 1 if yes, 0 if no.

Soci-O.ecQnomic Independent Variables.
Gender. Question wording: Observed by interviewer.
Coding: 1 if male, 0 if female (Tate 1993; Rosenstone and
Hansen 1993).
Race. Question wording: Observed by interviewer.
Coding: four categories that included: White, Black,
American Indian or Alaskan Native, and Asian or Pacific
Islander.
Recoded: 1 if African American, 0 if White (Tate 1993).
Age. Question wording: "What is your date of birth?"
Coding: actual age.
Recoded to a zero-one interval: 1 if less than 35 years, 0
if 35 or higher (Flanigan and Zingale 1998).
Family income. Question wording: "Please look at this page
and tell me the letter of your income group that
includes the income of all member of your family living
here in (1992,1996) before taxes. This figure should
include salaries, wages, pensions, dividends, interest,
and all other income."
Coding: twenty-four categories where 1, is less than $2,999
or none, and 24, is $105,000 and over.
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Recoded into zero-one interval(s) on two dummy variables: 0
if less than $20,000, 1 if
$20,000 to $39,999, and 2 if $40,000 or more

(Tate

1993).
Recoded into zero-one interval(s) on two dummy variables:
(a) High family income: 1 if $40,000 or more, 0
otherwise.
(b) Medium family income: 1 if $20,000 to $39,999, 0
otherwise.
Education. Question wording: "What is the highest grade of
school or year of college you completed?
Coding: seven categories where 1, is 8 grades or less, and
7, is an advanced degree.
Recoded into zero-one interval(s)

: 0 if less than high

school,
1 if high school, and 2 if some college or more.
Recoded into zero-one interval(s) on two dummy variables :
(a) Some college+: 1 if some college or more, 0
otherwise.
(b) High school: 1 if high school degree only, 0
otherwise.

aocioreligious Independent Variables
Church attendance. Question wording: "Do you go to religious
services every week, almost every week, once or twice a
month, a few times a year, or never?
Coding: 5 categories where 1, is every week and 5, is never.
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Recoded into zero-one interval(s) on two dummy variables:
(a) Every week: 1 if attend church every week, 0
otherwise.
(b) Frequently: 1 if attend church almost every week or
once or twice a month, 0 otherwise.
Religious Importance. Question wording: "Do you consider
religion to be an important part of your life?"
Coding: 1 if yes, 0 if no.

Political Indep.end.ent Variables.
Party identification. Question wording: "Where would you
place yourself on this scale, or haven't you thought
much about this?"
Coding: 7 categories where 1, is strong Democrat, and 7, is
strong Republican.
Recoded into zero-one interval(s) on two dummy variables :
(a) Strong identification: 1 if strong Democrat or
Republican,

0 otherwise.

(b) Weak identification: 1 if weak Democrat or
Republican, 0 otherwise

(Tate 1993).

Political discussion. Question wording: "Do you ever discuss
politics with your family or friends?"
Coding: 1 if yes, 0 if no.
Ideological attachment. Question wording: "Here is a 7-pt
scale on which political views that people might hold
are arranged from extremely liberal to extremely
conservative. Where would you place yourself on this
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scale, or haven't you thought much about this?"
Coding: 7 categories where 1 is extremely liberal, and 7, is
extremely conservative.
Recoded into zero-one interval, with 1 reporting a high
ideological attachment : extremely liberal, liberal,
extremely conservative, conservative,

and 0 reporting a

low ideological attachment : slightly liberal, moderate,
slightly conservative

(Tate 1993).

Data Description on Voter Turnout
Table 4.1 presents the frequency distribution and
cumulative percentages of the respondents in 1992

(see

APPENDIX I) . With a sample size of 248 6 respondents,
fifty-three point eight percent were female, while forty-six
point two percent were male. African Americans constituted
thirteen point three percent of the race category in the
sample, leaving the remaining eighty-six point seven percent
to White respondents. Approximately, one-third of the sample
were younger than thirty-five years. Moreover, all three of
the family income categories constituted about one-third of
the sample. Almost one-half of all the respondents indicated
that they have a high school degree. Additionally, about
forty percent of the respondents suggested that they go to
church every week. Also, approximately eighty percent of the
respondents submitted that religion is an important part of
their lives. Furthermore, each of the three party
identification categories composed about one-third of the
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total responses in the sample. Further, about eighty percent
of the sample indicated that they discussed politics.
Finally, roughly two-thirds of the sample reported they had
lower levels of ideological attachment.
Table 4.2 provides a frequency distribution and
cumulative percentages of the respondents in 1996 (see
APPENDIX I). With a sample size of 1714 respondents,
fifty-five point one percent were female, while forty-four
point nine percent were male. African Americans constituted
eleven point five percent of the race category, leaving the
remaining eighty-eight point five percent to White
respondents in the sample. Approximately, one-quarter of the
sample were younger than thirty-five years. Moreover, about
forty-two percent of the family income category is $40,000
or more. Almost one-half of the respondents indicated that
they have a high school degree. Additionally, about
thirty-eight percent of the respondents suggested that they
go to church frequently, but only thirty-seven percent of
the sample show that they go to church every week. Also,
approximately eighty percent of the respondents submitted
that religion is an important part of their lives. Like the
1992 sample, each of the three party identification
categories composed about one-third of the total responses
in the sample. Further, about eighty percent of the sample
indicated that they discussed politics. Finally, roughly
two-thirds of the sample reported they had lower levels of
ideological attachment.
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Table 4.3 indicates that in 1992, seventy-five point
five percent of all respondents voted, but Table 4.4 shows
that only fifty-seven point seven percent of African
Americans and Whites voted. Also, Table 4.3 suggests that in
1996, seventy-six point six percent of all respondents
voted, but Table 4.4 shows that only fifty-five point five
percent of African Americans and White voted (see APPENDIX
I) . Thus, misreporting in the (N.E.S) may be exist;
moreover, past studies have shown that misreporting among
African Americans are higher than Whites

(Abramson and

Claggart 1992).
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CHAPTER 4

DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

The results of the bivariate tabular analyses and the
logistic regressions are presented in this chapter. First,
10 independent variables are compared individually to voter
turnout responses in 1992 and 1995. Second, a general
examination of association between each independent variable
by voter turnout is assessed by comparing frequency
distributions in both the zero-order and first-order partial
tables. Finally, six logistic regression models are
presented for the purpose of identifying which variables are
the most powerful explanatory factors for explaining
differential levels of voter turnout in 1992 and 1996
between Whites and African Americans.

Tabular Analysis of Voter Turnout
Tables 5.1 and 5.1a present cross-tabular analyses of
voter turnout by race in 1992 and 1996 (see APPENDIX I ) .
The zero-order bivariate tables indicate that distributions
of voter turnout across categories of race are statistically
significant at the (p<.01) level. That is, the probability
that a relationship would be found in the sample if the
39
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variables were unrelated in the population from which the
sample was drawn is less than 1-in-lOO
1997:239-243).First, comparing the
percentages in

(Levin and Fox

differences between

the voter categories across race show that

Whites were more likely to vote. Second, examining the
differences between percentages in the non-voter categories
across race reveal that African Americans were less likely
to vote. Therefore, the tables indicate that Whites were
more likely to report voting than African Americans in 1992
and 1996.
Tables 5.2 and 5.2a display cross-tabular analyses of
voter turnout by gender (see APPENDIX I). The zero-order
tables indicate that distributions of voter turnout across
categories of gender are not statistically significant at
the (p<.05) level.
percentages in

First, comparing differences between

the voter categories across gender show that

males were slightly more likely to vote. Second, examining
differences between percentages in the non-voter categories
across gender reveal that women were less likely to vote.
Thus, the tables suggest that men were more likely to report
voting in 1992 and 1996.
Tables 5.2b and 5.2c report cross-tabular analyses of
White voter turnout by gender (see APPENDIX I). The
first-order partial tables also suggest that distributions
of White voter turnout across categories of gender are not
statistically significant at the (p<.05) level. First,
comparing differences between percentages in the White voter
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category across gender indicates that Whites males were
slightly more likely to vote than those who did not.
Second, examining differences between percentages in the
White non-voter categories across gender indicate that White
females were less likely to vote than those who did not.
Thus, the tables show that White voter turnout by gender
remained constant in 1992 and 1996.
Tables 5.2d and 5.2e present cross-tabular analyses of
African American voter turnout by gender (see APPENDIX I).
The first-order partial tables suggest that distributions of
African American voter turnout across categories of gender
are not statistically significant at the (p<.05) level.
First, comparing differences between percentages in the
African American voter categories across gender show that
African American males were more likely to vote in 1992, but
African American females were slightly more likely to vote
in 1996. Second, examining differences between percentages
in the non-voter categories across gender reveal an inverse
pattern to the voter categories by African Americans. So,
then, the tables indicate that African American voter
turnout by gender varied in 1992 and 1996.
Tables 5.3 and 5.3a display cross-tabular analyses of
voter turnout by age (see APPENDIX I ) . The zero-order tables
indicate that distributions of voter turnout across
categories of age are statistically significant at the
(p<.001) level. First, comparing differences between
percentages in the voter categories across age show that
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people in the sample who were at least 35 years old were
more likely to vote. Second, examining differences between
percentages in the non-voter categories across age reveal
that people in the sample who were less than 35 years old
were less likely to vote. Therefore, the tables indicate
that people who were older were more likely to report voting
in 1992 and 1996.
Tables 5.3b and 5.3c report cross-tabular analyses of
White voter turnout by age (see APPENDIX I ) . The first-order
partial tables indicate that distributions of voter turnout
across categories of age are statistically significant at
the (p<.05) level. First, comparing differences between
percentages in the White voter categories across age show
that people who reported being at least 35 years old were
more likely to vote than those who did not. Second,
examining differences between percentages in the White
non-voter categories across age indicate that people who
reported being less than 35 years old were less likely to
vote than those who did not. Thus, the tables reveal that
Whites who were older were more likely to report voting in
1992 and 1996.
Tables 5.3d and 5.3e present cross-tabular analyses of
African American voter turnout by age (see APPENDIX I). The
first-order partial tables suggest that distributions of
African American voter turnout across categories of age are
statistically significant at the (p<.05) level.

First,

comparing differences between percentages in the African
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American voter categories across age indicate that people
who reported being older were more likely to vote than those
who did not. Second, examining differences between
percentages in the African American non—voter categories
across age show that people who reported being younger were
less likely to vote than those who did not. Furthermore, the
tables reveal that older people, who are either White or
African American, reported voting more than those who were
less than 35 years old, but older Whites still reported
turning out at higher rates in 1992 and 1996 than African
Americans.
Tables 5.4 and 5.4a present cross-tabular analyses of
voter turnout by family income

(see APPENDIX I). The

zero-order tables indicate that distributions of voter
turnout across categories of family income are
statistically significant at the (p<.001) level. First,
comparing differences between percentages in the voter
categories across family income reveal that people who
reported incomes over $40,000 were more likely to vote.
Second, examining differences between percentages in the
non-voter categories across family income show people who
reported incomes under $20,000 were less likely to vote.
Therefore, the tables indicate that people with higher
family incomes were more likely to report voting in both
1992 and 1996.
Tables 5.4b and 5.4c report cross-tabular analyses of
White voter turnout by family income (see APPENDIX I ) . The
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first-order partial tables suggest that distributions of
voter turnout across categories of family income are
statistically significant at the (p<.001) level. First,
comparing differences between percentages in the voter
categories across family income reveal that Whites who
reported incomes over $40,000 were more likely to vote than
those who did not. Second, examining differences between
percentages in the non-voter categories across family income
indicate that Whites reported incomes below $20,000 were
less likely to vote than those who did not. Moreover, the
tables show that Whites with high incomes were more likely
to report voting in 1992 and 1996.
Tables 5.4d and 5.4e present cross-tabular analyses of
African American voter turnout by family income (see
APPENDIX I). The first-order partial tables suggest that
distributions of African American voter turnout across
categories of family income is only statistically
significant at the

(p<.001) level for the 1992 election.

First, comparing differences between percentages in the
voter categories across family income show that African
Americans who reported incomes over $40,000 were more likely
to vote than those who did not. Second, examining
differences between percentages in the non-voter category
across family income reveal that African Americans who
reported incomes under $20,000 were less likely to vote than
those who did not. Thus, the tables indicate that African
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American family income varied in statistical significance in
1992 and 1996.
Tables 5.5 and 5.5a show cross-tabular analyses of
voter turnout by education (see APPENDIX I) . The zero-order
tables indicate that distributions of voter turnout across
categories of education are statistically significant at the
(p<.001) level. First, comparing differences between
percentages in the voter categories across education reveal
that people who reported some college or more were more
likely to vote. Second, examining differences between
percentages in the non-voter categories across education
indicate that people who reported less than a high school
education were less likely to vote. Therefore, the tables
reveal that people with higher education's were more likely
to report voting in 1992 and 1996.
Table 5.5b and 5.5c present cross-tabular analyses of
White voter turnout by education (see APPENDIX I). The
first-order partial tables suggest that distributions of
White voter turnout across categories of education are
statistically significant at the (p<.001) level. First,
comparing differences between percentages in the voter
categories across education show that Whites who reported
some college or more were more likely to vote than those who
did not. Second, examining differences between percentages
in the non-voter categories across education reveal that
Whites who reported less that a high school education were
less likely to vote than those who did not. Furthermore, the
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tables show that Whites who have some college or more
education's were more likely to report voting in 1992 and
1996.
Tables 5.5d and 5.5e present cross-tabular analyses of
African American voter turnout by education (see APPENDIX
I ) . The first-order partial tables indicate that
distributions of African American voter turnout across
categories of education are statistically significant at the
(p<.05) level. First, comparing differences between
percentages in the voter categories across education reveal
that African Americans who reported some college or more
were more likely to vote than those who did not. Second,
examining differences between percentages in the non-voter
categories across education indicate that African Americans
who reported less that a high school education were less
likely to vote than those who did not. Furthermore, the
tables show that African Americans who have some college or
more education's were more likely to report voting in 1992
and 1996.
Tables 5.6 and 5.6a report cross-tabular analyses of
voter turnout by church attendance (see APPENDIX I ) . The
zero-order tables indicate that distributions of voter
turnout across categories of church attendance are
statistically significant at the (p<.01) level. First,
comparing differences between percentages in the voter
categories across church attendance show that people who
attended church every week were more likely to vote.
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Second, examining differences between percentages in the
non-voter categories across church attendance indicate that
people who reported little or no attendance at church were
less likely to vote. Therefore, the tables reveal that
people who attend church on a weekly basis were more likely
to report voting in 1992 and 1996.
Tables 5.6b and 5.6c report cross-tabular analyses of
White voter turnout by church attendance (see APPENDIX I).
The first-order partial tables suggest that distributions of
White voter turnout across categories of church attendance
are statistically significant at the (p<.01) level. First,
comparing differences between percentages in the voter
categories across church attendance reveal that Whites who
reported attending church on a weekly basis were more likely
to vote than those who did not. Second, examining
differences between percentages in the non-voter category
across church attendance indicate that Whites who reported
were little or no attendance at church were less likely to
vote than those who did not. Furthermore, the tables show
that Whites who are who attend church on a weekly basis were
more likely to report voting in 1992 and 1996.
Tables 5.6d and 5.6e report cross-tabular analyses of
African American voter turnout by church attendance

(see

APPENDIX I). The first-order partial tables suggest that
distributions of African American voter turnout across
categories of church attendance are not statistically
significant at the (p<.05) level. First, comparing
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differences between percentages in the voter categories
across church attendance show that African Americans who
reported attending church weekly were more likely to voce
than those who did not. Second, examining differences
between percentages in the non-voter categories across
church attendance reveal that African Americans who reported
little or no attendance at church were less likely to vote
than those who did not. Thus, the tables indicate that
African Americans who attend church on weekly basis were
more likely to report voting in 1992 and 1996.
Tables 5.7 and 5.7a present cross-tabular analyses of
voter turnout by religious importance (see APPENDIX I ) . The
zero-order tables indicate that distributions of voter
turnout across categories of religious importance is only
statistically significant at the

(p<.001) level in 1996.

First, comparing differences between percentages in the
voter categories across religious importance show that
people who reported that religion was important in their
lives were more likely to vote. Second, examining
differences between percentages in the non-voter categories
across religious importance reveal that people who reported
that religion was important in their lives were more likely
to vote. So, then, the tables indicate that people who
reported religion as important in their lives were more
likely to report voting in 1992 and 1996.
Tables 5.7b and 5.7c show cross-tabular analyses of
White voter turnout by religious importance (see APPENDIX
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I ) . Again, the first-order partial tables suggest that
distributions of White voter turnout across categories of
religious importance is only statistically significant at
the (p<.001) level in 1996. First, comparing differences
between percentages in the voter categories across religious
importance indicate that Whites who reported religion as
important were more likely to vote than those who did not.
Second, examining differences between percentages in the
non-voter categories across religious importance reveal that
Whites who did not report religion as important were less
likely to vote than those who did. Therefore, the tables
reveal that Whites who reported religion as important were
more likely to report voting in 1992 and 1996.
Tables 5.7d and 5.7e display cross-tabular analyses of
African American voter turnout by religious importance

(see

APPENDIX I ) . The first-order partial tables suggest that
distributions of African American voter turnout across
categories of religious importance is not statistically
significant at the (p<.05) level in either 1992 or 1996.
First, comparing differences between percentages in the
voter categories across religious importance does, however,
show that African Americans who reported religion as
important were still more likely to vote than those who did
not. Second, examining differences between percentages in
the non-voter categories across religious importance
indicate that African Americans who did not report that
religion was important were less likely to vote than those
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who did. Moreover, the tables still show that African
Americans who reported religion as Important were more
likely to report voting in 1992 and 1996.
Tables 5.8 and 5.8a display cross-tabular analyses of
voter turnout by party identification (see APPENDIX I). The
zero-order tables suggest that distributions of voter
turnout across categories of party identification are
statistically significant at the (p<.001) level. First,
comparing differences between percentages in the voter
categories across party identification show that people who
reported a strong level of identification to a political
party were more likely to vote. Second, examining
differences between percentages in the non-voter categories
across party identification reveal that people who reported
a weak level of identification to a political party or were
independently affiliated were less likely to vote. Thus, the
tables indicate that people with a strong level of party
identification were more likely to report voting in 1992 and
1996.
Tables 5.8b and 5.8c report cross-tabular analyses of
White voter turnout by party identification (see APPENDIX
I ) . The first-order partial tables indicate that
distributions of White voter turnout across categories of
party identification are statistically significant at the
(p<.001) level. First, comparing differences between
percentages in the voter categories across party
identification reveal that Whites who reported a strong

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

51

level of identification to a political party were more
likely to vote than those who did not. Second, examining
differences between percentages in the non-voter categories
across party identification show that Whites who reported a
weak level of identification to a political party or were
independently affiliated were less likely to vote than those
who did not. Therefore, the tables indicate that Whites who
with a strong level of party identification were more likely
to report voting in 1992 and 1996.
Tables 5.8d and 5.8e present cross-tabular analyses of
African American voter turnout by party identification (see
APPENDIX I). The first-order partial tables show that
distributions of African American voter turnout across
categories of party identification are statistically
significant at the (p<.001) level in 1992 and at the

(p<.01)

level in 1996. First, comparing differences between
percentages in the voter categories across party
identification reveal that African Americans who reported a
strong level of identification to a political party were
more likely to vote than those who did not. Second,
examining differences between percentages in the non-voter
categories across party identification show that African
Americans who reported a weak level of identification to a
political party or were independently affiliated were less
likely to vote than those who did not. Moreover, the tables
indicate that African Americans who with a strong level of
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party identification were more likely to report voting in
1992 and 1996.
Tables 5.9 and 5.9a report cross-tabular analyses of
voter turnout by political discussion (see APPENDIX I). The
zero-order tables indicate that distributions of voter
turnout across categories of political discussion are
statistically significant at the (p<.001) level. First,
comparing differences between percentages in the voter
categories across political discussion show that people who
reported discussing politics with their family and friends
were more likely to vote. Second, examining differences
between percentages in the non-voter categories across
political discussion reveal that people who reported that
they did not discuss politics with their family and friends
were less likely to vote. So, then, the tables indicate that
people who reported discussing politics were more likely to
report voting in 1992 and 1996.
Tables 5.9b and 5.9c present cross-tabular analyses of
White voter turnout by political discussion (see APPENDIX
I ) . The first-order partial tables suggest that
distributions of White voter turnout across categories of
political discussion are statistically significant at the
(p<.001) level. First, comparing differences between
percentages in the voter categories across political
discussion show that Whites who reported discussing politics
were more likely to vote than those who did not. Second,
examining differences between percentages in the non-voter
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categories across political discussion indicate that Whites
who did not report discussion politics were less likely to
vote than those who did. Accordingly, the tables show that
Whites who discussed politics with their family and friends
were more likely to report voting in 1992 and 1996.
Tables 5.9d and 5.9e report cross-tabular analyses of
African American voter turnout by political discussion (see
APPENDIX I) . The first-order partial tables indicate that
distributions of African American voter turnout across
categories of political discussion are statistically
significant at the

(p<.001) level in 1992 and at the

(p<.05)

level in 1996. First, comparing differences between
percentages in the voter categories across political
discussion reveal that African Americans who reported
discussing politics were more likely to vote than those who
did not. Second, examining differences between percentages
in the non-voter categories across political discussion
indicate that African Americans who did not report
discussion politics were less likely to vote than those who
did. Accordingly, the tables show that African Americans who
discussed politics with their family and friends were more
likely to report voting in 1992 and 1996.
Tables 5.10 and 5.10a report cross-tabular analyses of
voter turnout by ideological attachment (see APPENDIX I ) .
The zero-order tables suggest that distributions of voter
turnout across categories of ideological attachment are
statistically significant at the (p<.002) level. First,
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comparing differences between percentages in the voter
categories across ideological attachment reveal that people
who reported a high level of ideological attachment to
either a liberal or conservative viewpoint were more likely
to vote. Second, examining differences between percentages
in the non-voter categories across ideological attachment
show that who reported a low level of ideological attachment
were less likely to vote. Therefore, the tables indicate
that people who have a high level of ideological attachment
were more likely to report voting in 1992 and 1996.
Tables 5.10b and 5.10c show cross-tabular analyses of
White voter turnout by ideological attachment

(see APPENDIX

I) . The first-order partial tables suggest that
distributions of White voter turnout across categories of
ideological attachment are statistically significant at the
(p<.01) level. First, comparing differences between
percentages in the voter categories across ideological
attachment show that Whites who reported a high level of
ideological attachment to either a liberal or conservative
viewpoint were more likely to vote than those who did not.
Second, examining differences between percentages in the
non-voter categories across ideological attachment reveal
that Whites who reported a low level of ideological
attachment were less likely to vote than those who did not.
Thus, the tables indicate that Whites who have a high level
of ideological attachment were more likely to report voting
in 1992 and 1996.
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Tables 5,I0d and 5.10e present cross-tabular analyses
of African American voter turnout by ideological attachment
(see APPENDIX I). The first-order partial tables suggest
that distributions of African American voter turnout across
categories of ideological attachment is only statistically
significant at the (p<.05) level in 1996- First, comparing
differences between percentages in the voter categories
across ideological attachment still show that African
Americans who reported a high level of ideological
attachment to either a liberal or conservative viewpoint
were more likely to vote than those who did not. Second,
examining differences between percentages in the non-voter
categories across ideological attachment reveal that African
Americans who reported a low level of ideological attachment
were less likely to vote than those who did not. Thus, the
tables indicate that African Americans who have a high level
of ideological attachment were more likely to report voting
in 1992 and 1996.

Logistic Regression Models of Voter Turnout
Table 5.11 reports the results of a logistic regression
analysis on six socioeconomic variables in 1992 (see
APPENDIX I). Gender, race, age, medium family income, high
family income, high school education, and some college or
more education appear to explain about 12 percent of the
variance in voter turnout in 1992. In the model, variables
that are significantly related to voter turnout are age.
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income, and education. Variables that are not significantly
related to voter turnout are gender and race. Furthermore,
the data reveal that older males, possessing a higher
income, and having a higher education were more likely to
vote in 1992.
Table 5.12 reports a logistic regression analysis on
six socioeconomic variables in 1996 (see APPENDIX I) .
Gender, race, age, medium family income, high family income,
high school education, and some college or more education
explain 14 percent of the variance in voter turnout in 1996.
In the model, variables that are significantly related to
voter turnout are age, income, and education. Variables that
are not significantly related to voter turnout are gender,
race, and medium family income. Again, the data suggest that
older males, possessing a higher income, and having a higher
education were more likely to vote in 1996.
Table 5.13 reports a logistic regression analysis on
six socioeconomic and three socioreligious variables in 1992
(see APPENDIX I). Gender, race, age, medium family income,
high family income, high school education, some college or
more education, church attendance every week, church
attendance frequently, and religious importance enhance the
predictability of the model, explaining 14 percent of the
variance in voter turnout in 1992. In the model, variables
that are significantly related to voter turnout are age,
income, education, church attendance, and religious
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importance. Variables that are not significantly related to
voter turnout are gender, and race. The data indicate that
older males, possessing a higher income, having a higher
education, attending church more often, who find religion
important in their lives, were more likely to vote in 1992.
Table 5.14 reports a logistic regression analysis on
six socioeconomic and three socioreligious variables in 1996
(see APPENDIX I ) . Again, gender, race, age, medium family
income, high family income, high school education, some
college or more education, church attendance every week,
church attendance frec[uently, and religious importance
explain 14 percent of the variance in voter turnout in 1996.
In the model, variables that are significantly related to
voter turnout in 1996 are age, income, education, church
attendance, and religious importance. Variables that are not
significantly related to voter turnout are gender, race, and
medium family income. Moreover, the data suggest that older
males, possessing a higher income, having a higher
education, attending church more often, who find religion
important in their lives, were more likely to vote in 1996.
Table 5.15 reports a logistic regression analysis on
six socioeconomic, three socioreligious, and four political
variables for the 1992 election (see APPENDIX I ) . Gender,
race, age, medium family income, high family income, high
school education, some college or more education, church
attendance every week, church attendance frequently,
religious importance, strong party identification, weak
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identification, political discussion, and ideological
attachment explain 21 percent of the variance in voter
turnout in 1992. In the model, variables that are
significantly related to voter turnout are age, income,
education, church attendance, religious importance, strong
party identification, political discussion, and ideological
attachment. Variables that are not significantly related to
voter turnout are gender, race, and weak party
identification. Furthermore, the data reveal that older
males, possessing a higher income, having a higher
education, attending church more often, who find religion
important, possessing a stronger level of party
identification, who talk about politics more, and claimed
having a stronger ideological attachment, were more likely
to vote in 1996.
Table 5.16 reports a logistic regression analysis on
six socioeconomic, three socioreligious, and four political
variables in 1996 (see APPENDIX I ). Gender, race, age,
medium family income, high family income, high school
education,

some college or more education, church attendance

every week, church attendance frequently, religious
importance, strong party identification, weak
identification, political discussion, and ideological
attachment explain 29 percent of the variance in voter
turnout. In the model, variables that are significantly
related to voter turnout in 1996 are race, age, high family
income, education, church attendance, religious importance.
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strong party identification, political discussion, and
ideological attachment. Variables that are not significantly
related to voter turnout are gender and weak party
identification. The data reveal that older white males,
possessing a higher income, having a higher education,
attending church weekly, who find religion important,
possessing a stronger party identification, who discuss
politics more, and claimed having a stronger ideological
attachment were more likely to vote in 1996.
So, then, in terms of the odds ratios on the third
model for voter turnout in 1992, the most powerful
explanatory factors follow from the highest Exp(B) values:
(1) strong party identification,

(2) political discussion,

and

(3) some college+ education, and

(4) church every week,

and

(5) high family income. Moreover,

in terms of the odds

ratio in the third model for voter turnout in 1996, the most
powerful explanatory factors result from the highest Exp(B)
value:

(1) strong party identification,

education,
and

(3) political discussion,

(5) church attendance. Moreover,

(2) some college+

(4) high family income,
the 5 explanatory

factors appear to propel much of the differential effects in
the models and remain highly stable over time. Therefore,
the results may be evidence that the variables which have
been classified as critical participatory resources for
influencing a heightened level of voter turnout might be
significant for explaining the processes under which
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socioeconomic, socioreligious, and political resources shape
political behavior in the future.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The paper has examined how participatory resources
related to political participation in 1992 and 1996 by
addressing factors which are known to be associated to voter
turnout. Adding to the accumulating evidence from other
studies on voter behavior, the analysis indicates that
voter turnout was partially associated to three variable
categories : (1) socioeconomic,

(2) socioreligious, and (3)

political. Furthermore, the logistic regression analysis
suggests that the likelihood a person reported voting or not
was quite stable since the rate of participation and the
influence on that participation was largely associated to
the five same explanatory factors in 1992 and 1996.
Generally, the logistic regression models show that
political variables in the National Election Study (N.E.S)
of 1992 and 1996 were the most significant explanatory
factors on voting. That is, since people who reported having
a strong identification to a political party and/or engaged
in political discussions with their friends and family were
more likely to report voting than those who did not, it
appears that political variables are the most stable and
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strongest factors in determining voting behavior. Second,
socioeconomic variables, such as a person's educational
level and degree of income, were also substantial in
influencing the chances a person voted since people who
reported having at least some college or more was noted as
the third highest predictor in 1992 and the second highest
in 1996. Moreover, having a family income at least $40,000
or more was noted as the fifth highest predictor in 1992 and
the fourth highest predictor in 1996. Third, while the
socioreligious category only included church attendance and
religious importance variables, people who reported going to
church every week was noted as the fourth highest predictor
in 1992 and the fifth highest predictor in 1996.
Furthermore, these results are indicative of how significant
a political foundation of resources may be for explaining
differences in turnout among different racial groups;
however, the socioeconomic and sociopolitical variables
appeared to be remain stable factors in the model as well.
Specifically, the results of these explanatory factors
in terms of African Americans were unclear and misleading
since much of the variation in the statistical analyses were
predicated within samples that include a much higher number
of White cases in proportion to the number of African
Americans. Since it was difficult to determine a clear
comparison of the results between the racial subgroups, it
may be important however, to consider different types of
indicators found within the subsample of African American
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voters and non-voters. For example, the empirical studies
show that African Americans who attend church weekly are
more likely to vote than those who did not (see Tate 1993),
and the same can be said about the subsample of African
Americans. That is, the data show that it may be
substantively significant that African Americans who report
attending church weekly are more likely to vote than those
who did not, but this relation appears to fail a
significance test. Moreover, the zero-order
cross-tabulations show that religious variables on voter
turnout, especially from higher levels of church attendance,
is associated with higher levels of voter turnout in both
1992 and 1996, but race is not statistically significant
within the African American group since the subsample is
very small.
Voter turnout appears to be attributed to varying
levels of participatory resources, but the analysis cannot
confirm whether and to what extent they may shaped and
influenced the African Americans since White voters in the
sample appear to produce much of the variation and are
associated to similar independent variables. That is. White
and African Americans who reported having strong levels of
party identification, engaging in political discussions,
having education's that were higher, having income's that
were higher, and going to church every week were more likely
to vote regardless of their racial composition. These
findings do not imply, however, that African Americans are
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equally politically connected to the political system as
Whites since much of the empirical evidence suggests
otherwise

(e.g.. Barker et al. 1999; Tate 1993; Rosenstone

and Hansen 1993).
Current discussions involving voter turnout, however,
tend advance two different lines of interpretation for
describing how connections between macro-structural patterns
of socioeconomic, socioreligious and political organization
and micro-interactions of political participation should be
perceived. First, Miller and Shanks

(1996:513) suggest that,

"...the basic institutions in our system of choosing a
president are in need of repair, other than that which can
be provided by wise and effective leaders." Second,

(Verba

et al. 1995a:509-519) indicate that, "Americans who wish to
take part in politics have many participatory options
available," and that, "religious activity has the potential
to act as a compensatory factor for participation, partially
offsetting the impact of socioeconomic advantage."
Moreover, socioreligious variables may have a stronger
influence on defining the political behavior of African
Americans in future electoral contests since the role of
their churches appear to incorporate and extend their
understanding of and their appreciation for values which are
congruent with participatory behavior.
The data analysis also indicates that associational
life in both political and traditionally non-political
realms of life may exert a significant explanatory influence
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on the likelihood a person votes or not. That is, contexts
which foster the communication of political ideas like
talking with your friends and family about politics or going
to church every week leads to higher levels of political
activity such as voting. Additionally, even reporting going
to church frequently is a strong predictor of voter turnout,
so religious participation that does not necessarily include
weekly attendance may also be important when explaining
differences found in rates of voter turnout. In fact, the
general notion that non-political institutions, such as
churches or other faith-based organizations, possibly
increasing levels of political participation for both
African Americans and/or Whites, in the absence of other
traditional political resources, is an important finding,
however,

for at least three reasons. First, within

non-political contexts, people may be provided opportunities
to practice political skills that might enhance their
exposure to social stimuli that fosters political action
that they were otherwise denied access to in the past.
Second, it may allow people to develop broader political and
social strategies as groups for developing and reorganizing
connections and communications to political leaders who are
directly responsible for their constituencies. Finally, it
may strengthen levels of community and civic engagement
within areas which are racially polarized (Wilson 1987) and
replenish their depressed levels of social capital to
improve their capacity to organize, educate and socialize
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their members about issues which relate to their political
and social environmentThe analysis has shown how differential levels of
participation between African Americans and Whites in 1992
and 1996 may be understood in terms of participatory
resources. The persistence of a racial gap in participation
in both electoral years from variables which were
consistently worded in each survey suggest that measures of
participatory resources may indeed be quite reliable since
they produced results that where stable over time (Miller
and Shanks 1996). However, since the available data from the
(N-E.S.) was based on techniques involving survey responses,
higher levels misreporting and varying degrees of individual
interpretation to question wording have been shown to affect
the validity of the results (Abramson and Claggett 1992;
Verba et al. 1995). Furthermore, questions regarding
validity may be irresolvable within the predicted
differences found in the data analysis, and the results may
not be a valid as imagined since an undetermined amount of
misreporting is likely to be present within each data set.
While churches may partially assist in augmenting
depressed levels political participation like voting,
nevertheless, we need more research on whether and to what
extent these non-political institutions may enhance social
policy reforms on their practical and strategic needs by
encouraging forms of political activities that influence
state policy. That is, African Americans still require more
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incorporation and access to traditionally based resources
such as employment, income, and education

(Rosenstone and

Hansen 1993). Voter turnout, while the most popular form of
political action, should not be considered the singular
force for establishing equal political rights, but it has
been the focus in the paper. Correspondingly, explanations
of voter turnout may want to suggest the alternative ways in
which elections can be understood by focusing on how
participatory resources can be converted into political
influence by politicians. That is, research must extend
beyond the realm of citizen participation in terms of voting
behavior into the reciprocal role of how the political
leaders affect public policy outcomes for their constituents
(Kingdom 1984). Furthermore, because the analysis limited
itself to only voter turnout, we need to investigate how the
same participatory resources may translate into other
political activities such as influencing others to vote or
attending political meetings or rallies.
Public policy by its very applied nature is
conservative since it involves reform within the existing
sociopolitical structure, so limiting political
participation to a definition of voter turnout may not fully
explain how racially segmented groups like African Americans
related to the current political system. Moreover, a more
qualitative understanding of the processes which produce the
material and ideological circumstances under which
integrative and adaptive political strategies develop within
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African American communities might foster a more meaningful
description of the functions of political participation and
enhance issues concerning validity. Also, future studies
might want to reveal how the socialization processes and
social interactions within specific African American
religious communities support political activities.
Furthermore, research should not over look external factors,
such as the media and political parties, that guide the
magnitude and direction of the changes in people's
aspirations, interests, demands, and patience.
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Table 4.1. Frequency Distributions of the Respondents in
1992
Characteristics
Total respondents

(n)
(2486)

(%)
(100.0)

Gender:
Male
Female

2253
1041
1212

(90.6)
46.2
53.8

Race:
African American
White

2170
289
1881

(87.3)
13.3
86.7

18-34 years
35 years or higher

2253
753
1500

(90.6)
33.4
66.6

Family income:
Less than $20,000
$20,000 to $39,999
$40,000 or higher

2083
695
642
746

(83.8)
33.4
30.8
35.8

Education:
Less than high school
High school
Some college or higher

2032
421
1114
497

(81.7)
20.7
54.8
24.5

Church attendance:
Little or none
Frequently
Every week

1499
337
554
608

(60.3)
22.0
37.0
41.0

Religious importance :
Yes
No

2087
1639
448

(84.0)
79.5
20.5

Party identification:
Independent
Weak
Strong

2219
862
702
655

(89.3)
38 .8
31. 6
29. 6

Political discussion:
Yes
No

2253
1839
414

(90.6)
81.6
18 .4

Ideological attachment:
High
Low

1658
572
1086

(66.7)
34.5
65.5

Age:
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Table 4.2.

Frequency Distributions of the Respondents in
1996

Characteristics
Total respondents

(n)
(1714)

(%)
(100.0)

Gender:
Male
Female

1534
688
846

(89.5)
44.9
55.1

Race:
African American
White

1488
171
1317

(86.8)
11.5
88.5

18-34 years
35 years or higher

1532
377
1155

(89.4)
24. 6
75.4

Family income:
Less than $20,000
$20,000 to $39,999
$40,000 or higher

1404
409
411
584

(81.9)
29.2
29.3
41.5

Education:
Less than high school
High school
Some college or higher

1531
203
752
576

(89.3)
13.3
49.1
37.6

Church attendance:
Little or none
Frequently
Every week

1090
269
414
407

(63.6)
24.7
38.3
37.0

Religious importance :
Yes
No

1527
1198
329

(89.1)
78.5
21.5

Party identification:
Independent
Weak
Strong

1518
485
534
499

(88.6)
31.9
35.2
32.9

Political discussion:
Yes
No

1534
1202
332

(89.5)
78.4
21.6

Ideological attachment :
High
Low

1203
438
765

(70.2)
36.4
64.6

Age:
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Table 4.3.

Frequencies of Voters in 1992 and 1996 in the
N.E.S data

Characteristics

(n)

(%)

Total Respondents in 1992:

(2486)

(100.0)

Respondent voted in 1992:
Yes
No

(2253)
1700
553

(90.6)
75.5
24.5

Total Respondents in 1996:

(1714)

(100.0)

Resoondent voted in 1996:
Yes
No

(1534)
1175
359

(89.5)
76. 6
23.4
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Table 4.4. Frequencies of Voter Turnout by race in 1992 and
1996 (in millions) by U.S. Census Bureau
Total voters

(VAP) in 1996:

Race:

(203,688)

(100.0)

African American
White

185,262
22,483
162,779

(91.4)
12.1
87.9

Voters by race:
African American
White

102,594
11,386
91,208

55.0
50.6
56.0

Total voters (VAP) in 1992:

(193,564)

(100.0)

African American
White

178,876
21,039
157,837

(92.4)
11.8
88.2

Voters by race:
African American
White

111,776
11,371
100,405

57.7
54.0
63.6

Race:

(VAP)= Voting Age Population 18+ years old
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Table 5.1. Voter Turnout in 1992 by Race (in percentages)
Race
Election of 1992

African American

White

Vote

67.8

77.1

No vote

32.2

22.9

100.0
(289)

100.0
(1881)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (%^) = 11. 90; DF=1; p<.001
Phi(<j>)= -0.074
Phi-square (<J)^= X^/N)= 0.005

Table 5.1a. Voter Turnout in 1996 by Race

(in percentages)

Race
Election of 1996

African American

White

Vote

67.8

78.0

No vote

32.2

22.0

100.0
(171)

100. 0
(1317)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (% )= 8.75; DF=1; p<.003
Phi (<{))= -0.077
Phi-square
=
0.006
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Table 5.2. Voter Turnout in 1992 by Gender
(in percentages)

Gender
Election of 1992

Female

Male

Vote

74.3

76.8

No vote

25.7

23.2

100.0
(1212)

100.0
(1041)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square
2 .031; DF=1; n. s . (p>.05)
Phi (({>)= 0.03
Phi-square ((})^= %^/N) = 0.06

Table 5.2a. Voter Turnout in 1996 by Gender
(in percentages)

Gender
Election of 1996

Female

Male

Vote

75.3

78.2

No vote

24.7

21.8

100.0
(846)

100. 0
(688)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (%^)= 1.783; DF=1; n . s . (p>.05)
Phi(4>)= 0.034
Phi-square
= %^/N )= 0.001
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Table 5.2b. White Voter Turnout in 1992 by Gender
(in percentages)

Gender
Election of 1992

Female

Male

Vote

76.4

78.0

No vote

23.6

22.0

Total
(N)

100 .0
(991)

100.0
(890)

Pearson Chi-square (x^) =: 0.672; DF=1; n .s. (p>.05)
Phi(4>)= 0.019
Phi-square (4»^ = %^/N)= 0 .0004

Table 5.2c. White Voter Turnout in 1996 by Gender
(in percentages)

Gender
Election of 1996

Female

Male

Vote

76.2

80.1

No vote

23.8

19.9

Total
(N)

100.0
(715)

100.0
(602)

Phi((j))= 0.04 6
Phi-square (4»^= %^/N) = 0.002
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Table 5.2d. African American Voter Turnout in 1992 by Gender
(in percentages)

Gender
Election of 1992

Female

Male

Vote

65.0

72.5

No vote

35.0

27.5

100.0
(180)

100.0
(109)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (X^)= 1.739; DF=1; n . s . (p>.05)
Phi (4))= 0.078
Phi-square (4>^= X^/N) = 0.006

Table 5.2e. African American Voter Turnout in 1996 by Gender
(in percentages)

Gender
Election of 1996

Female

Male

Vote

69.5

66.7

No vote

31.5

33.3

Total
(N)

100. 0
(108)

100.0
(63)

Pearson Chi-square (x )= 1.739; DF=1; n.s. (p>.05)
Phi((j))= -0.019
Phi-square («j>^= x^/N)= 0.0004
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Table 5.3. Voter Turnout in 1992 by Age
(in percentages)

Age
Election of 1992

35 or higher

Less than 35

Vote

66.3

80.1

No vote

33.7

19.9

Total
(N)

100.0
(753)

100.0
(1500)

Pearson Chi-square (x^)= 51.538; DF=1; p<.001
Phi((j))= -0.151
Phi-square (<j)^= X^/N)= 0.02

Table 5.3a. Voter Turnout in 1996 by Age
(in percentages)

Age
Election of 1996

Less than 35

35 or higher

Vote

63.9

80.7

No vote

36.1

19.3

100.0
(377)

100.0
(1155)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (x )= 44.534; DF=1; p < .001
Phi ((}))= -0.170
Phi-square (4>^= X^/N)= 0.03
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Table 5.3b. White Voter Turnout in 1992 by Age
(in percentages)

Age
Election of 1992

Less than 35

35 or higher

Vote

67.9

81.7

No vote

32.1

18.3

100.0
(616)

100.0
(1265)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (x )=• 5.361; DF=1; p< .001
Phi(4>)= -0.154
Phi-square (<|>^= x^/N) = 0 .02

Table 5.3c. White Voter Turnout in 1996 by Age
(in percentages)

Age
Election of 1996

Less than 35

35 or higher

Vote

66.5

81.6

No vote

33.5

18.4

100.0
(313)

100.0
(1003)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (%^)= 31.667; DF=1; p<.001
Phi(4»)= -0.155
Phi-square
=
0.02
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Table 5.3d. African American Voter Turnout in 1992 by Age
(in percentages)

Age
Election of 1992

Less than 35

35 or higher

Vote

59.8

72. 9

No vote

40.2

27.1

100.0
(112)

100.0
(177)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (%^)= 5.361; DF=1; p<.02
Phi (4»)= -0.136
Phi-square (4»^= %^/N)= 0.02

Table 5.3e. African American Voter Turnout in 1996 by Age
(in percentages)

Age
Election of 1996

Less than 35

35 or higher

Vote

55.8

72. 9

No vote

44.2

27 .1

Total
(N)

100. 0
(52)

100.0
(118)

Pearson Chi-square (%^)= 4.829; DF=1; p < .03
Phi(«j>)= -0.169
Phi-square ((|>^= X^/N)= 0.03
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Table 5.4. Voter Turnout in 1992 by
Family Income
(in percentages)

Family Income
Election of 1992

Less than $20K

$20k-39,999K

$40K+

Vote

61.2

77.4

88.5

No vote

38.8

22.6

11.5

100.0
(695)

100.0
(642)

100.0
(746)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (X^) =14 8.113 ; DF=2; p<.001
V=0.267

Table 5.4a. Voter Turnout in 1996 by
Family Income
(in percentages)

Family Income
Election of 1996

Less than $20K

$20k-39,999K

$40K+

Vote

63. 6

73.7

8 6.6

No vote

36.4

26.3

13.4

100.0
(409)

100.0
(411)

100. 0
(584)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (x^)=72.362; DF=2; p<.001
V=0.227
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Table 5.4b. White Voter Turnout in 1992 by
Family Income
(in percentages)

Family Income
Election of 1992

Less than $20K

$20k-39,999K

$40K+

Vote

62.7

78.0

88.5

No vote

37.3

22.0

11.5

Total
(N)

100. 0
(526)

100. 0
(560)

100.0
(661)

Pearson Chi-square (x4 =111. 566; DF=2; p<.001
V=0.252

Table 5.4c. White Voter Turnout in 1996 by
Family Income
(in percentages)

Family Income
Election of 1996

Less than $20K

$20k-39,999K

$40K+

Vote

64.5

73.9

87.8

No vote

35.5

26.1

12.2

100.0
(321)

100.0
(357)

100. 0
(532)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square ( x ) =66.055; DF=2; p < .001
V=0.234
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Table 5.4d. African American Voter Turnout in 1992 by
Family Income
(in percentages)

Family Income
Election of 1992

Less than $20K

$20k-39 ,999K

$40K+

Vote

56.4

77.8

92.7

No vote

43.6

22.2

7.3

100.0
(140)

100.0
(63)

100.0
(55)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (X^) =27. 258; DF=2; p<.001
V=0.325

Table 5.4 e . African American Turnout in 1996 by
Family Income
(in percentages)

Family Income
Election of 1996

Less than $20K

$20k-39 ,999K

$40K+

Vote

60.0

76.9

75-0

No vote

40.0

23.1

25.0

100.0
(80)

100. 0
(39)

100.0
(32)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (%^)=4.454; DF=2; n.s. (p>.05)
V=0.172
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Table 5.5. Voter Turnout in 1992 by
Education
(in percentages)

Education
Election of 1992

Less than H.S.

H.S.

Some College+

Vote

50.8

75.7

88.7

No vote

49.2

24.3

11.3

100.0
(421)

100.0
(1114)

100.0
(497)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (X^) =173. 856; DF=2 ; p<.001
V=0.293

Table 5.5a. Voter Turnout in 1996 by
Education
(in percentages)

Education
Election of 1996

Less than H.S.

H.S.

Some Colleget

Vote

57.1

73.1

87.8

No vote

42.9

26.9

12.2

100.0
(203)

100. 0
(752)

100.0
(576)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (%^)=88.424; DF=2; p < .001
V=0.240
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Table 5.5b. White Voter Turnout in 1992 by
Education
(in percentages)

Education
Election of 1992

Less than H.,S.

H.S.

Some Colleget

Vote

51.7

76.8

89. 6

No vote,

48.3

23.2

10.4

100.0
(317)

100.0
(950)

100.0
(422)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi- square (%^) =142 .128; DF=2; p<.001
V=0.290

Table 5.5c. White Voter Turnout in 1996 by
Education
(in percentages)

Education
Election of 1996

Less than H. S.

H.S.

Some Colleger
:

Vote

58.1

74. 7

88.0

No vote

41.9

25.3

12. 0

100.0
(155)

100.0
(644)

100.0
(515)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (%^)=69.627; DF=2; p < .001
V=0.230
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Table 5.5d. African American Voter Turnout in 1992 by
Education
(in percentages)

Education
Election of 1992

Less than H.S.

H.S.

Some Colleget

Vote

49.4

68.9

88.5

No vote

50. 6

31.1

11.5

100.0
(85)

100.0
(135)

100.0
(52)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (X^) =22. 7 60 ; DF= 2; p<.001
V=0.289

Table 5.5e. African American Voter Turnout in 1996 by
Education
(in percentages)

Education
Election of 1996

Less than H.S.

H.S.

Some College+

Vote

56.8

66.3

82. 9

No vote

43.2

33.7

17.1

100.0
(44)

100. 0
(86)

100.0
(41)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (%^)=6.823; DF=2; p<.03
V=0.200
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Table 5.6. Voter Turnout in 1992 by
Church Attendance
(in percentages)

Church Attendance
Election of 1992

Little/none

Frequently

Weekly

Vote

74. 8

77. 4

82.4

No vote

25.2

22. 6

17 .6

Total
(N)

100.0
(337)

100. 0
(554)

100.0
(608)

Pearson Chi- square (%^)=8.614; DF=2; p<:.0l
V=0.07 6

Table 5.6a. Voter Turnout in 1996 by
Church Attendance
(in percentages)

Church Attendance
Election of 1996

Little/none

Frequently

Weekly

Vote

74.7

80.9

86.7

No vote

25.3

19.1

13.3

Total
(N)

100.0
(269)

100.0
(414)

100.0
(407)

Pearson Chi-square (%^)=15.718; DF=2; p<.001
V=0.120
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Table 5.6b. White Voter Turnout in 1992 by
Church Attendance
(in percentages)

Church Attendance
Election of 1992

Little/none

Frequently

Weekly

Vote

77. 6

79.9

85.1

No vote!

22.4

20.1

14.9

100.0
(294)

100.0
(418)

100.0
(504)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-■square (%^) =8 .124; DF=2; p < .01
V =0 .082

Table 5.6c. White Voter Turnout in '
1996 by
Church Attendance
(in percentages)

Church Attendance
Election of 1996

Little/none

Frequently

Weekly

Vote

74.5

83.8

89.2

No vote

25.5

16.2

10.8

Total
(N)

100. 0
(181)

100. 0
(334)

100.0
(344)

Pearson Chi-square (%^)=22.466; DF=2; p<.001
V=0.156
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Table 5.6d. African American Voter Turnout in 1992 by
Church Attendance
(in percentages)

Church Attendance
Election of 1992

Little/none

Frequently

Weekly

Vote

52.8

70.9

71. 6

No vote

47.2

29.1

28.4

100.0
(36)

100.0
(110)

100.0
(81)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (%4=3.615; DF=2; n. s.(p>.05)
V=0.145

Table 5.6e. African American Voter Turnout in 1996 by
Church Attendance
(in percentages)

Church Attendance
Election of 1996

Little/none

Frequently

Weekly

Vote

72.7

72.7

72.9

No vote

27.3

27.3

27.1

Total
(N)

100.0
(22)

100.0
(66)

100.0
(48)

Pearson Chi-square (%^) = 3 .615; DF=2; n. s . (p>.05)
V=0.002
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Table 5.7. Voter Turnout in 1992 by
Religious Importance
(in percentages)

Religious Importance
Election of 1992

Yes

No

Vote

75.9

75.4

No vote

24.1

24.6

100.0
(1639)

100.0
(448)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (x^)= 0.044 ; DF=1; n.s. (p>.05)
Phi(4>)= -0.005
Phi-square (4>^= X^/N)= 0.00003

Table 5.7a. Voter Turnout in 1996 by
Religious Importance
(in percentages)

Religious Importance
Election of 1996

Yes

No

Vote

78.6

69.3

No vote

21.4

30.7

100.0
(1198)

100. 0
(329)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (%^)= 12.543; DF=1; p < .001
Phi (4»)= 0.091
Phi-square (4>^= %^/N)= 0.008

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

91
Table 5.7b. White Voter Turnout in 1992 by
Religious Importance
(in percentages)

Religious Importance
Election of 1992

Yes

No

Vote

77.4

76.9

No vote

22.6

23.1

100.0
(1340)

100.0
(424)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (%^)= 0.046; DF=1; n.s.(p>.05)
Phi ((}>)= 0.005
Phi-square (4»^= %^/N)= 0.00003

Table 5.7c. White Voter Turnout in 1996 by
Religious Importance
(in percentages)

Religious Importance
Election of 1996

Yes

No

Vote

80.6

69.3

No vote

19.4

30.7

100.0
(1002)

100.0
(309)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (%^)= 17.807; DF=1; p<.001
Phi((|>)= 0.117
Phi-square (<|)^=
)= 0.014
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Table 5.7d. African American Voter Turnout in 1992 by
Religious Importance
(in percentages)

Religious Importance
Election of 1992

Yes

No

Vote

67.7

50.0

No vote

32.3

50.0

100.0
(251)

100.0
(16)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (%^)= 2.127; DF=1; n.s.(p>.05)
Phi(4>)= 0.089
Phi-square (4»^ =%^/N) = 0.008

Table 5.7e. African American Voter Turnout :Ln 1996 by
Religious Importance
(in percentages)

Religious Importance
Election of 1996

Yes

No

Vote

68.1

70.0

No vote

31.9

30.0

100.0
(160)

100.0
(10)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (x^)= 0.015; DF=1; n.s.(p>.05)
Phi (4»)= -0.009
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Table 5.8. Voter Turnout in 1992 by
Party Identification
(in percentages)

Party- Identification
Election of 1992

Independent

Weak

Strong

Vote

69. 4

75.4

86.6

No vote

30. 6

24.6

13.4

100. 0
(862)

100.0
(702)

100.0
(655)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (%^) = 61.452; DF=2; p<.001
V=0.166

Table 5.8a. Voter Turnout in 1996 by
Party Identification
(in percentages)

Party- Identification
Election of 1996

Independent

Weak

Strong

Vote

68.0

73.8

89.8

No vote

32.0

26.2

10.2

100.0
(485)

100.0
(534)

100.0
(499)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (x^)= 71.533; DF=2; p<.001
V=0.217
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Table 5.8b. White Voter Turnout in 1992 by
Party Identification
(in percentages)

Party Identification
Election of 1992

Independent

Weak

Strong

Vote

71.2

77.4

88.0

No vote:

28.8

22. 6

12.0

Total
(N)

100. 0
(751)

100.0
(598)

100.0
(509)

Pearson Chi- square (x^)= 49.566; DF=2; p<.001
V=0.163

Table 5.8c. White Voter Turnout in 1996 by
Party Identification
(in percentages)

Party Identification
Election of 1996

Independent

Weak

Strong

Vote

69.5

74. 9

92.0

No vote

30.5

25.1

8.0

100.0
(416)

100.0
(478)

100.0
(410)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (%^)= 67.790; DF=2; p<.001
V=0.228
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Table 5.8d. African American Voter Turnout in 1992 by
Party Identification
(in percentages)

Party Identification
Election of 1992

Independent

Weak

Strong

Vote

57.5

62.7

83.1

No vote

42.5

37.3

16.9

100.0
(80)

100.0
(75)

100.0
(124)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (X^) = 18.030; DF=2; p < .001
V=0.254

Table 5.8e. African American Voter Turnout in 1996 by
Party Identification
(in percentages)

Party Identification
Election of 1996

Independent

Weak

Strong

Vote

47.1

65.0

79.7

No vote

52.9

35.0

20.3

100.0
(51)

100.0
(40)

100.0
(79)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (X^) = 10.527; DF=2; p<.005
V=0.24 9
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Table 5.9. Voter Turnout in 1992 by
Political Discussion
(in percentages)

Political Discussion
Election of 1992

Yes

No

Vote

80.9

51.2

No vote

19.1

48.8

Total
(N)

100.0
(1839)

100.0
(414)

Pearson chi-square (x^) = 161.010; DF=1; p<. 001
Phi (4»)= 0.267
Phi-square (4>^= x^/N)= 0.07

Table 5.9a. Voter Turnout in 1996 by
Political Discussion
(in percentages)

Political Discussion
Election of 1996

Yes

No

Vote

82.1

43 .4

No vote

17. 9

56. 6

100.0
(1202)

100.0
(332)

Total
(N)

Pearson chi-square (x )= 94.267; DF=1; p<.001
Phi (<!>)= 0.248
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Table 5.9b. White Voter Turnout in 1992 by
Political Discussion
(in percentages)

Political Discussion
Election of 1992

Yes

No

Vote

82.0

47.3

No vote

18.0

52.7

Total
(N)

100.0
(1568)

100.0
(313)

Pearson Chi-square (%^) = 127,019; DF=1; p<.001
Phi(4>)= 0.260
Phi-square (4>^= X^/N)= 0.07

Table 5.9c. White Voter Turnout in 1996 by
Political Discussion
(in percentages)

Political Discussion
Election of 1996

Vote
No vote
Total
(N)

Yes

83.2

No

42.6

16.8

57.4

100.0
(1052)

100.0
(265)

Pearson Chi-square (%^)= 82.162; DF=1; p<.001
Phi (4»)= 0.250
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Table 5.9d. African American Voter Turnout in 1992 by
Political Discussion
(in percentages)

Political Discussion
Yes

No

Vote

76.9

44. 4

No vote

23.1

55. 6

Total
(N)

100. 0
(208)

100. 0
(81)

Election of 1992

Pearson Chi-square Oc^) = 28.178; DF=1; p<.001
Phi(4>)= 0.312
Phi-square (4>^= %^/N)= 0.10

Table 5.9e. African American Voter Turnout in 1996 by
Political Discussion
(in percentages)

Political Discussion
Election of 1996

Yes

No

Vote

73.5

44.4

No vote

26.5

55. 6

Total
(N)

100. 0
(117)

100.0
(54)

Pearson Chi-square ( X j ~ 5.4 55; DF=1; p<.02
Phi (4) )= 0.179
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Table 5.10. Voter Turnout in 1992 by
Ideological Attachment
(in percentages)

Ideological Attachment
High

Low

Vote

86.2

80.2

No vote

13.8

19.8

Election of 1992

Total
(N)

100.0
(572)

100.0
(1086)

Pearson Chi-square (x^) = 9.204 ; DF=1; p<.002
Phi(4>)= 0.075
Phi-square («t»^= x^/N)= 0.006

Table 5.10a. Voter Turnout in 1996 by
Ideological Attachment
(in percentages)

Ideological Attachment
High

Low

Vote

90.0

76.6

No vote

10.0

23.4

100.0
(438)

100.0
(765)

Election of 1996

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (x )= 32.887; DF=1; p<.001
Phi(<j))= 0.165
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Table 5.10b. White Voter Turnout in 1992 by
Ideological Attachment
(in percentages)

Ideological Attachment
High

Low

Vote

87.2

81.2

No vote

12.8

18.8

100.0
(491)

100.0
(942)

Election of 1992

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (X^)= 8.220; DF=1; p<.004
Phi(4>)= 0.07 6
Phi-square (<j>^=
)= 0.006

Table 5.10c. White Voter Turnout in 1996 by
Ideological Attachment
(in percentages)

Ideological Attachment
High

Low

Vote

80.6

69.3

No vote

19.4

30.7

100.0
(396)

100.0
(675)

Election of 1996

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (X^) = 29.265; DF=1; p<.001
Phi (4))= 0.165
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Table S.lOd. African American Voter Turnout in 1992 by
Ideological Attachment
(in percentages)

Ideological Attachment
Election of 1992

High

Low

Vote

85.0

75.0

No vote

15.0

25.0

100.0
(60)

100.0
(108)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (x^)= 2.291 ; DF=1; n .s. (p>.05)
Phi(4>)= 0.117
Phi-square (4>^ = x^/N) = 0.01

Table 5.lOe. African American Voter Turnout in 1996 by
Ideological Attachment
(in percentages)

Ideological Attachment
Election of 1996

High

Low

Vote

83. 9

65.2

No vote

16.1

34.8

100.0
(31)

100.0
(69)

Total
(N)

Pearson Chi-square (x )= 3.615; DF=1; p<.05
Phi (4* )= 0.190
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Table 5.11. Model 1: Logistic Regression for Voter Turnout
in 1992
Independent Variables

Gender (Female=0)
Race (White=0)
Age (Under 35=0)
Medium family income
High family income
High school education
Some college+ education
Constant
-2 Log likelihood
Total (n)
Nagelkerke R-squared

(B)

(SE)

.050
- .199
.874***
.625***
1 .269***
.611**
1 .382***
.485***

(.117)
(.158)
(.121)
(.135)
(.146)
(.126)
(.184)
(.170)

-

E x p (B )

.955
.878
.402
1.870
3.662
1.811
4.005

2136 .330
1498
.12

Note: L o w f a mily i n c ome is the ba s e c a t e g o r y for the two f a m i l y income
d u m m y v a r i ables (Medium f a m i l y income and H i g h Family i n c o m e ) . Less than
h i g h school e d u c a t i o n is the ba s e c a t e g o r y for the two e d u c a t i o n d u m m y
v a r i a b l e s (High s chool e d u c a t i o n a n d Some college+ e d u c a t i o n ) .

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001
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Table 5.12. Model 1: Logistic Regression for Voter Turnout
in 1996
Independent Variables

Gender (Female=0)
Race (White=0)
Age (Under 35=0)
Medium family income
High family income
High school education
Some college-f education
Constant
-2 Log likelihood
Total (n)
Nagelkerke R-squared

(B)

(SE)

-.051
-.203
-1.104***
.306
.819***
.726**
1.409***
.599**

(.161)
(.257)
(.171)
(.194)
(.201)
(.245)
(.271)
(.239)

E x p (B )

.950
.817
.333
1.358
2.270
2.066
4.093

1011.623
1165
.14

Note: Low f a m i l y i n c o m e is the b a s e c ategory for the two fam i l y income
d u m m y v a r i a b l e s (Medium f a m i l y income and High Fa m i l y income) . Less than
h i g h s c h o o l e d u c a t i o n is the b a s e c a t e g o r y for the two e d u c a t i o n d ummy
v a r i a b l e s (High s c h o ol e d u c a t i o n a n d Some college+ e d u c a t i o n ) .

^p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001
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Table 5.13. Model 2: Logistic Regression for Voter Turnout
in 1992
(B)

(SE)

Exp (B)

.043
.032
- .936***
.605***
1 .029***
.377*
1 .025***
.877***
.653***
.197**
1 .101***

(.167)
(.232)
(.154)
(.175)
(.185)
(.171)
(.223)
(.197)
(.194)
(.108)
(.236)

1.044
.968
.392
1.831
2.799
2.146
2.769
2.404
1.922
.561

Independent Variables

Gender (Female=0)
Race (White=0)
Age (Under 35=0)
Medium family income
High family income
High school education
Some colleger- education
Church every week
Church frequently
Religious importance
Constant
-2 Log likelihood
Total (n)
Nagelkerke R-squared

-

1232 .284
1498
.14

Note: L o w f a m i l y income is the b a s e c a tegory for the two f a m i l y income
d u m m y v a r i a b l e s {Medium f a m i l y in c o m e and High F a m i l y i n c o m e ) . Less than
h i g h school e d u c a t i o n is the b a s e c a t e g o r y for the two e d u c a t i o n d u m m y
v a r i a b l e s (High s chool e d u c a t i o n a n d Some c o l l e g e + e d u c a t i o n ) . Little
or n o n e c h u r c h a t t e n d a nce is the b a s e cat e g o r y for the t w o c h u r c h
a t t e n d a n c e v a r i a b l e s (Church e v e r y w e e k and C h u r c h f r e q u e n t l y ) .

*p<.05; **p<.01;

'p<. 001
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Table 5.14. Model 2: Logistic Regression for Voter Turnout
in 1996
Independent Variables

Gender (Female=0)
Race (White=0)
Age (Under 35=0)
Medium family income
High family income
High school education
Some college+ education
Church every week
Church frequently
Religious importance
Constant
-2 Log likelihood
Total (n)
Nagelkerke R-squared

(B)

(SE)

(.167)
.098
-.402
(.268)
-1.029*** (.178)
(.200)
.356
.856*** (.201)
(.245)
.734**
1.465*** (.271)
.979*** (.241)
.844*** (.221)
(.119)
.468*
-.270
(.292)

Exp(B)

1.103
.669
.357
1.427
2.340
2.082
4.328
2.662
2.325
1.596

962.623
1165
.20

Note: Low f a m i l y i n c o m e is the base c a t e g o r y for the two family income
d u m m y variables (Medium family income a n d H i g h F a m i l y income) . Less than
h i g h school e d u c a t i o n is the ba s e c a t e g o r y for t h e two e d u c a t i o n d u mmy
v a r i ables (High s c h o o l education and Some c o l l e g e + education) . Little
o r no n e church a t t e n d a n c e is the base c a t e g o r y for the two church
att e n d a n c e v a r i a b l e s (Church e v ery we e k a n d C h u r c h frequently) .

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001
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Table 5.15. Model 3: Logistic Regression for Voter Turnout
in 1992
Independent Variables

Gender (Female=0)
Race (White=0)
Age (Under 35=0)
Medium family income
High family income
High school education
Some college+ education
Church every week
Church frequently
Religious importance
Strong identification
Weak identification
Political discussion
Ideological attachment
Constant
-2 Log likelihood
Total (n)
Nagelkerke R-squared

(B)

(SE)

Exp(B)

.014
-.127
-.835***
.586***
1.037***
.458**
.972***
.888***
.634**
.627**
1.043***
.301
.987***
.356*
-.206

(.153)
(.234)
(.161)
(.181)
(.191)
(.178)
(.233)
(.205)
(.200)
(.202)
(.205)
(.171)
(.198)
(.169)
(.304)

1.034
.881
.434
1.800
2.283
1.582
2. 644
2.430
1.885
.534
2.839
1.351
2. 684
1.428

1170.656
1498
.21

Note: L o w f amily i n come is t h e b a s e c a t e g o r y for the two fa m i l y income
d u m m y v a r i a b l e s (Medium f a m i l y in c o m e a n d H i g h F a m i l y i n c o m e ) . Less than
h i g h school e d u c a t i o n is the b a s e c a t e g o r y for the two e d u c a t i o n d u m m y
v a r i a b l e s (High school e d u c a t i o n a n d Some c o l l e g e r e d u c a t i o n ) . L i t t l e or
none c h u r c h a t t e n d a n c e is the b a s e c a t e g o r y for the two c h u r c h
a t t e n d a n c e v a r i ables (Church e v e r y w e e k a n d C h u r c h f r e q u e n t l y ) .
I n d e p e n d e n t p a r t y i d e n t i f i c a t i o n is the ba s e c a t e g o r y for the two
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n d u m m y v a r i a b l e s (Strong i d e n t i f i c a t i o n a n d W e a k
identification).

"p<.05; **p<.01;

^p<.001
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Table 5.16. Model 3: Logistic Regression for Voter Turnout
in 1996
Independent Variables

Gender (Female=0)
Race (White=0)
Age (Under 35=0)
Medium family income
High family income
High school education
Some college+ education
Church every week
Church frequently
Religious importance
Strong identification
Weak identification
Political discussion
Ideological attachment
Constant
-2 Log likelihood
Total (n)
Nagelkerke R-squared

(B)

(SE)

Exp(B)

.175
-.283*
-.983***
.393
.929***
.613*
1.176***
.768**
.876***
.412*
1.236***
.328
1.009***
.616**
-1.454***

(.175)
(.283)
(.188)
(.211)
(.214)
(.267)
(.295)
(.253)
(.229)
(.210)
(.249)
(.191)
(.209)
(.209)
(.355)

1.069
.551
.374
1.481
2.531
1.846
3.240
2.196
2.402
1.509
3.441
1.387
2.743
1.852

882.533
1165
.29

Note: L o w family i n c o me is t h e b a s e c a t e g o r y for the two f a m i l y in c o m e
d u m m y variables (Medium f a m i l y in c o m e a n d Hi g h F a m i l y income) . Le s s than
h i g h school e d u c ation is the b a s e c a t e g o r y for the two e d u c a t i o n d u m m y
v a r i a b l e s (High school e d u c a t i o n a n d Some c ollege+ e d u c a t i o n ) . L i t t l e or
none c h u r c h attendance is the b a s e c a t e g o r y for the two ch u r c h
a t t e n d a n c e variables (Church e v e r y w e e k a n d Church f r e q u e n t l y ) .
I n d e p e n d e n t p a r t y i d e n t i f i c a t i o n is the b a s e c a t e g o r y for the two
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n d u m m y v a r i a b l e s (Strong i d e n t i f i c a t i o n a n d W e a k
identification).

'p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001
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